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ABSTRACT 
 

This research developed from a documented need to enhance the reading skills 

of students with comprehension difficulties, who despite initial interventions in the 

early years of schooling, still had reading problems that persisted into high school. The 

study also responds to the need for more sophisticated programs that effectively 

facilitate primary children’s use of complex reading comprehension strategies, within a 

tutoring and mentoring framework.   

The main aim of this research was the development, documentation, and 

evaluation of the Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program for primary school 

students with reading comprehension difficulties. The intervention was based on three 

theoretical notions. The first, learning is a socially constructed process (Becker & 

Luthar, 2002; Vygotsky, 1978). The second, student’s use of visual imagery connects 

the reading text to the reader’s own experiences and provides a strategy that facilitates 

recall and comprehension of the text (Eddy & Glass, 1981; Kosslyn, 1976; Romeo, 

2002). The third, student’s reading comprehension is an outcome of six interactive 

factors: (1) the historical/cultural context, (2) the social context, (3) the instructional 

context, (4) the task environment context, (5) the text context, and (6) the reader 

context (Pearson & Raphael, 1990).   

The student participants in this research were selected according to their reading 

achievement scores from whole class screening procedures using the Test of Reading 
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Comprehension TORCH (Mossenson, Hill, & Masters, 1987). Additional information 

was collected on the students using the Neale Analysis of Reading (1988), the students’ 

attitude to reading survey, the classroom teachers’ survey, and students’ level of book 

reading. The 72 participants (male 38 and female 34) were drawn from Years 5 to 7, 

from a large metropolitan independent coeducational primary school on the Gold 

Coast, Australia. The tutors were parents who volunteered their time and who were 

educated and mentored on the strategies and procedures outlined in the Comprehension 

of the Narrative tutoring program.   

The results demonstrated that students who participated in the tutoring 

intervention made significant gains in their reading and comprehension abilities as well 

as in their attitudes towards reading, compared to their peers in the control group who 

received no intervention by adult tutors. These intervention-based improvements were 

maintained over time.   

This original research documents the effectiveness of four strategic elements that 

collectively enhanced students’ reading performance by utilizing: (1) visual and verbal 

comprehension strategies, (2) controlled levels of text and task difficulty, (3) 

systematic metacognitive focused instruction procedures, and (4) well trained and 

mentored tutors.   
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 The study is packaged in three parts: (1) the thesis dissertation, (2) a CD ROM 

comprising the Comprehension of the Narrative program Power-point training modules, and (3) 

a DVD comprising the video training segments. (It is advised that the DVD be viewed before 

reading the method section of this thesis).   

 
There are many students with reading comprehension difficulties in the middle and upper 

primary school who need assistance through specialised help, and the longer these students go on 

without adequate assistance the more complex and embedded their reading deficits can become 

(Blachowicz, & Zabroske, 1990; Schunk, 2003; Westwood & Graham, 2000). Students identified 

as having learning difficulties in literacy and reading often share the common characteristics of 

academic difficulties, social-emotional problems, difficulties with memory tasks, and ineffective 

use of strategies (Armbruster & Anderson, 1985; Graesser, McNamara, & Louwerse, 2003; 

McNamarra & Wong, 2003). O’Conner and Simic (2002) argued that children with reading 

difficulties needed extra support, extra time, and additional intervention if they are to achieve 

success in regular classrooms. The claim is that one-to-one tutoring can be effective in assisting 

children with reading problems (Cohen, Kulik, & Kulik, 1982; Juel, 1991; King, Staffieri, & 

Adelgias, 1998; Topping & Wolfendale, 1995; Wasik, 1998a). There are, however, concerns 

regarding the design, value, and effectiveness of many of the tutoring procedures introduced into 

children’s reading programs (Chapman & Tunmer, 1997; Robinson, 2001; Swann, 2002; 

Tunmer, Chapman, & Prochnow, 2002).  In particular, Duke (2004) has suggested that tutoring 
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support programs have overly concentrated on children’s word recognition skills and rates of 

reading and have failed to address the need to enhance children’s comprehension of read text.  

 

Previous research findings have demonstrated, first that trained tutors are more effective than 

untrained tutors in helping students with reading difficulties (Block & Pressley, 2002) and 

second, that the gap between teacher instruction and tutor instruction begins to disappear when 

each instructor is asked to adhere to the same instructional program format (Collins & Matthey, 

2001; Duran & Monereo, 2005; Topping, 1998; Wasik, 1998b). Thus, the quality of tutor 

training and the program design are considered important factors related to the success of reading 

tutoring programs. Tutoring is defined as a learning interaction between a tutor and a tutee that 

focuses on an area of curriculum content needing improvement or strengthening by the tutee 

(Roe & Vukelich, 2001). 

 

The following is a list of the four most common findings from the review of the literature on 

what is effective tutoring:  

 

• Techniques chosen for reading /comprehension-tutoring programs need to be placed in a 

theoretical framework that tutors understand and adhere to (Collins & Matthey, 2001; 

Duran & Monereo, 2005; Rohrbeck et al., 2003; Topping, 1998; Wasik, 1998a). 

 

• Comprehension tutoring programs should utilise procedures involving the use of 

strategies before reading, during reading, and after reading (Paris & Paris, 2003; Pressley, 

1998).  
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• The reader should relate to text comprehension at the word, sentence, and discourse 

(meaning) levels (Kintsch, 1988; Neal & Kelly, 2002; Paris, 2005; Stanovich, 1986; 

Swanborn & de Glopper, 2002; Worthy et al., 2002).  

 

• Well-designed and specific training programs need to be developed for non-professionals 

to implement. Such reading programs should also be consistent with recent theoretical 

approaches to classroom teaching techniques and be flexible enough to adapt to 

individual student and tutor differences (Duke & Pearson, 2002; Elkins, 2002; Pressley, 

2000b; Westwood, 2003). 

 

Issues 

 
 There is also not one form of tutoring but rather a number of approaches and settings that 

include home tutoring, peer tutoring, cross-age tutoring, and teacher tutoring.  All of these forms 

can involve one-to-one tutoring to assist students with reading problems (Chapman & Tunmer, 

1997; Cohen et al., 1982; Juel, 1996; King, Staffieri, & Adelais, 1998; Topping & Wolfendale, 

1995; Wasik, 1998b). Unfortunately, there is little detailed documentation devoted to the 

effectiveness of many of these forms of tutoring, or a clear understanding of the training 

procedures used to skill the tutors (Chapman & Tunmer, 1997; Wasik, 1998a). 

 

 The indications are that the strategies used in the tutor training programs are a significant 

predictor of the quality of the intervention’s outcomes (Boekaerts, 1997; Deci, 1992; Kehr, Bles, 
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& von Rosenstiel, 1999; Swanson & Trahan, 1996). For example, Palincsar and Brown (1984) 

maintained that tutors should be provided with a range of traditional teaching strategies, such as 

summarising, questioning, clarifying, and predicting, while more recently developed strategies 

have also included mental imagery as a strategy (Bell, 1991; Block, 2004; National Reading 

Panel, 2000; Pavio, 1991; Pressley, 2002a; Sadoski, 1999).  

The nature of the investigation 

 It is the claim of this research study that there are three major gaps in the research 

literature related to tutoring primary aged students with reading/comprehension difficulties: 

• First, there has been little research related to using volunteer helpers to develop 

comprehension strategies for students in the middle to upper primary grades (Elkins, 

2002; McNaughton, Parr, Timperly, & Robinson, 1992; Tunmer et al., 2002).  

 

• Second, most of the published comprehension tutoring programs have had a very general 

focus and have not included a range of complex strategies with students with 

comprehension difficulties (Durkin, 1966; Leach, Scarborough, & Rescorla, 2003; 

National Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley, 2002a; Snow, 2002; Tunmer et al., 2002; 

Worthy, Patterson, Salas, Prater, & Turner, 2002). 

 

• Third, while recent theoretical models of student’s working memory view mental 

imagery and verbal processes as important factors in efficient memory encoding, 

retention and retrieval, mental imagery and verbal processes have yet to be fully 
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incorporated into comprehension enhancing techniques at the classroom level (National 

Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley, 2002a; Sadoski, Goetz, & Rodriguez, 2000; Snow, 2002). 

Statement of hypothesis 

The present study seeks to develop and evaluate a reading intervention program for 

students in the middle years of primary schooling using trained volunteer tutors for readers who 

have adequate decoding skills but poor comprehension of read text.  

 

It is expected that students who participate with a trained adult tutor in the intervention 

called Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program will demonstrate significant 

improvements in their reading and comprehension abilities and in their attitude to reading, 

compared to a matched sample of students who received no intervention from adult tutors, and 

that these intervention-based improvements will be maintained over time. 

 

 To make this research operational, the Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program 

was developed in response to the notion that the quality of adult-student interactions significantly 

influenced pupils’ reading comprehension and reading performance (Block, 2004; Block & 

Pressley, 2002).  

 

 The Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program was designed to effectively utilise 

volunteer helpers to develop comprehension strategies for students with reading comprehension 

difficulties in the middle to upper primary grades (Elkins, 2002a; 2000b; McNaughton et al., 

1992; Tunmer et al., 2002). The program builds upon research that demonstrates that when tutors 



 6 

teach reading and thinking processes to students through dialogic conversations they increase 

students’ engagement and control of the reading comprehension process (Cole, 2002; Guthrie & 

Davis, 2003; Hareli & Weiner, 2002; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Paris & Winograd, 1990; 

Schunk, 2003; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1988; Zimmerman, 2000).  

 

 One of the aims of the Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program is to develop an 

effective and socially supportive learning environment for students with reading difficulties 

using volunteer tutors. The program is designed to address issues associated with: (a) the nature 

of students’ reading difficulties; (b) students’ reading intervention styles and their need for 

effective strategies; (c) strengthening the interactions between comprehension, cognition, and 

visualisation; and (d) encouraging students’ motivation and self-regulated learning in their 

reading development process. The design and evaluation of the training course and the 

Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program is the core of this dissertation and the 

following chapters will review its theoretical foundations. The procedure developed to measure 

the effectiveness of the program and the outcomes will also be evaluated.  In all, the design, 

piloting, and reviewing of the program has occurred over six years.  
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CHAPTER 2 
 
 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 

What is literacy? 

There has been extensive research into the complex nature of literacy. For example, 

Freebody and Frieburg (2001, p. 222) stated “that theories of reading and the large body of 

research that has attended them have been typically derived from the notion that ‘reading’ refers 

to a fundamentally single, internal and thus portable, individual and determinable activity – that 

it is finally – a discoverable psychological process.” The notion that reading is considered a 

process has led to ongoing reforms in reading theory and educational practice (Durrant & Green, 

2000; Fehring, 2003; Ludwig, 2004). Generally, there has also been a shift to view the reading 

process as developing within a broad social and cultural context (Cairney, 2000; Culican & 

Emmitt, 2002; Durrant & Green, 2000). The resulting theoretical perspectives of the reading 

process have influenced how educationalists conceptualise the notion of how children learn to 

read and comprehend text.  

 

The claim is that better readers learn new words from context with greater efficiency than 

do less able readers, even when differences in the knowledge base are controlled (Anderson, & 

Freebody, 1981; Wharton-McDonnald, 2002). Vocabulary knowledge also facilitates childrens’ 

reading comprehension; a principle emphasized in recent research on the importance of cognitive 
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development in acquiring new information (Kintsch, 1988; Neal & Kelly, 2002; Paris, 2005; 

Stanovich, 1986; Swanborn & de Glopper, 2002; Worthy et al., 2002). The effect of reading 

volume on vocabulary growth, combined with the large differences in reading skill, creates a 

cumulative advantage for those children who are successful readers (Brand-Gruel, Aarnoutse, & 

van den Boss, 1998; Stanovich, 1986). This exposure to the volume of print facilitates their 

ability to decode and derive meanings from unknown words (Worthy et al., 2002). 

 

Reading and classroom instruction needs to be seen as both a cognitive and a social 

activity (Luke, 2003; Paris & Oka, 1986a; Pressley, 2002a). For example, within the context of a 

group ‘reading’ session in a classroom there may be cultural and social procedures attached to 

the process of reading such that all the less able readers read in one group, or all the less able 

readers read with the teacher aide, or less able readers do remedial decoding activities while the 

rest of the class do extension reading.  The claim is that all of these social and cultural 

procedures directly and indirectly influence the students’ reading ability, motivation to read, and 

their self-perceptions as readers (Cairney, 2000; Pressley, 2002c).  Thus, the features of ‘reading’ 

need to be understood within the classroom cultural context so that procedural processes can be 

clearly identified. Teachers need to consider their program for all in the classroom so that it is 

relevant to the literacy needs of the students (Freebody & Frieberg, 2001). For example, having 

all children do extension reading, not just the so-called better readers in the classroom.  

 

From this perspective literacy education is not only about skill development but also 

about the institutional shaping of social practices and cultural resources. It is also about 

introducing readers into particular cultural norms and uses of texts, technologies, and systems 
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(such as the internet). Literacy education then is considered to be ultimately about the 

development of a literate society and of literate citizens (Brown & Cambourne, 1987; Freebody 

& Frieberg, 2001; Luke & Freebody, 1999). 

 

This study is embedded in the theory that literacy is a multidimensional concept and to 

enhance classroom literacy practices both theory and pedagogy of children’s literacy 

development need to be addressed. This study is supportive of Freebody and Luke’s (1990) 

theory of literacy, which considers the reader as: (a) a code breaker, (b) a text-participator, (c) a 

text-user, and (d) a text analyser. Breaking the code emphasised decoding of the words, and 

encoding of information, understanding the conventions of written, spoken and visual 

multimodal texts by recognizing, and using the surface features of print. Text-participation 

involves making meaning by drawing from the readers’ social and cultural backgrounds and 

prior knowledge within literate contexts. As text-users, students understand the purposes of using 

texts in different ways for different cultural and social functions. The text-analysing aspect 

focuses on the ideas within the literacies. Ludwig (2004) supposed the underlying assumption of 

the Freebody and Luke (1990) four resources taxonomy is that literacy is a complex process and 

is influenced by the diversity of the literacy practices within the home, the school, and the 

community. 

Reading difficulties 

Over the last thirty years it has been recognised that there are a significant number of 

students in Australian schools who struggle with reading comprehension (Louden, Chan, Elkins, 

Greaves, House, Milton, Nichols, Rivalland, Rohl, & van Kraayennoord, 2000). Also 
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acknowledged is the widening academic gap between students that have adequate reading skills 

and those that don’t (Stanovich, 1986; Stanovich & Cunningham, 1993). Educators interested in 

supporting students with reading difficulties have also been influenced, in recent times, by 

theoretical perspectives that view the learner in a broader social and psychological context (Luke 

& Freebody, 1999). In particular, the notion that learning and reading difficulties are 

predominantly a result of deficiencies within the reader is considered too narrow a focus and 

ignores the range and complexity of social, education, cultural and environmental factors that 

influence reading (Culican & Emmitt, 2002; Reid & Green, 2004). Recent theoretical 

conceptualizations of reading also depict reading as a complex interactive process that involves 

many factors ‘inside the reader,’ such as memory and motivation and ‘outside of the reader’ such 

as the text to be read, and the quality of the instruction  (McNaughton, Lai, MacDonald, & Farry, 

2004; Ryan & Anstey, 2003). These issues will be explored in this chapter.   

 

The National English Literature Survey undertaken by the Australian Commonwealth 

Government (Hawkes, 1997; Slattery, 1997) reported that 29% of students in Years 5 and 6 

failed to reach acceptable literacy and reading standards. Other, more recent Australian studies 

have provided estimates of the prevalence of literacy and reading difficulties to be in the range 

from 10% to 20% (Louden et al., 2000; Rohl & Rivalland, 2002). While many children need help 

with reading, the availability and the quality of remedial reading programs often appear to be 

inadequate (Arthur, 2001; van Kraayenoord, 2002; Westwood, 2003).  

 

The indications are that even when children with reading difficulties received assistance, 

the gains made in those remedial programs are such that the less able readers did not catch up 
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with their classroom peers, or the gains in reading were not long lasting (DeFord, Lyons & 

Pinnell, 1991). Most Australian reading intervention programs tend to focus on the early years of 

schooling, however, many students with reading problems continue to have difficulties beyond 

Year 3 (Fogarty & Greaves, 2004; van Kraayenoord, 2002; Westwood, 2004).  Before 

investigating interventions it is relevant to review the characteristics of students with reading 

problems.   

The concept of students with reading and learning difficulties 

Students with reading problems are considered a subset of, or related to, students with 

learning difficulties and learning disabilities (Siegel, 2003). In the United States the term 

‘learning disabilities’ has traditionally referred to individuals with a discrepancy between their 

ability and actual achievement (Siegel, 2003). One common method of identification of children 

with learning disabilities is the calculation of the difference between a student’s actual academic 

achievement and his or her measured potential. The measure of the potential ability is often 

determined by an Intellectual Quota test (usually in the form of the Wechsler Intelligence Test). 

If the discrepancy is sufficiently large enough the child is presumed to have a learning disability 

(Siegel, 2003; Tiu, Thompson, & Lewis, 2003). However, an implicit part of the discrepancy 

definition of a learning disability is the assumption that intelligence can be measured 

independently of academic achievement. Furthermore, in relation to reading, there is evidence 

that low intellectual ability scores do not necessarily result in poor reading. For example, no 

significant differences have been found between children with reading difficulties at different 

intellectual ability levels on tasks, such as naming speed, speech rate, visual search, short-term 

memory, spelling, and reading tasks  (Catts, Hogan, & Fey, 2003; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2002; 

Tiu et al., 2003; Tunmer et al., 2002).  
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Apart from brain-imaging studies showing a difference in blood flows between students 

with good and poor reading ability there are generally no other significant biological symptoms 

associated with children with reading disability (Nation, Clarke, & Snowling, 2002). Moreover, 

Scruggs and Mastropieri (2002) posited that student deficits of known neurological origin have 

been difficult to measure directly. Scruggs and Mastropieri also claimed that there has been 

considerable criticism of methods used to identify students with learning disabilities using the IQ 

discrepancy. Such criticisms include: (a) over identification of students, (b) variability with the 

population, (c) lack of specificity of program, (d) conceptual considerations as to achievement, 

(e) discrepancy issues associated with non-academic performance, (f) problems of early 

identification, and (g) cultural factors. Both in the USA and in Australia there is variability from 

state to state in terms of identification of students with learning disabilities and the availability of 

support for these children (Fogarty & Greaves, 2004; Westwood, 2004).   

 

Thus, the term ‘learning disabilities’ is widely regarded as being fraught with problems 

(Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003). Similar to the USA situation, the term in Australia is used to include 

children whose academic difficulties are thought to be intrinsic, and excludes children with 

intellectual or sensory problems and children whose poor school performance results from 

environmental, social, or cultural conditions (Louden et al., 2000). Elkins (2002, p.12) referred to 

this as ‘a definition by exclusion,’ but suggested that the term ‘learning difficulties’ is the more 

general term.  
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Louden et al. (2000) conducted a major study to ‘map’ the current Australian situation 

related to the identification of primary students with learning difficulties in literacy and 

numeracy, and noted variability across states. The term ‘learning disabilities’ generally refers to 

a small group of students with learning difficulties who are considered to have mild neurological 

problems associated with their difficulties, persistent long-term learning problems, and high 

academic support needs. In New South Wales the term ‘learning difficulties’ refers to children 

experiencing short or long-term academic problems in mainstream classrooms. Across Australia 

Louden et al. noted a range of terms to describe children with reading problems such as: ‘at risk’, 

‘underachieving’, ‘learning difficulties’ and ‘special needs’. Some of the teachers in the Louden 

et al. study expressed concerns about the labelling of children because they felt that referring to 

‘disabilities’ would reflect a deficit model of education (see also Higgins, Raskind, Goldburg, & 

Herman, 2002). The finding by Louden et al. is that few Australian school systems or school 

sectors use the term ‘learning disabilities’. In practice the term ‘learning disabilities’, has 

generally been restricted to a small group of students with persistent learning problems that are 

not easily dealt with in the mainstream classroom (Elkins, 2002). 

Multiplicity of factors 

There may be a multiplicity of factors that contribute to reading difficulties for many 

students with additional needs. The causes of their reading problems are largely unknown (Lewis 

& Doorlag, 1999). It has been found that the prevalence of children with reading difficulties was 

often linked with the social circumstances of the home. For example, many children identified as 

having reading difficulties also experience significant language and cultural differences between 

home and school (Elkins, 2002; McNaughton et al., 2004; Rohl & Rivalland, 2002). This finding 

is supported by studies conducted in the mid -1970’s where variables, such as social class, 
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educational background of the parents, family income, and the number of books in the home 

were consistently related to school reading achievement (Romeo, 2002). The claim is that the in-

home respect for education, local community standards and the value placed on education also 

influenced whether or not students mastered basic literacy skills (Samuels, 1978).  

The diagnosis and remediation of reading difficulties 

The diagnosis and remediation of students with reading difficulties needs to be viewed in 

context. This context can include a repertoire of school policies and practices, home, family, and 

in-class instructional factors that interact in a complex manner to influence the academic 

outcomes for individual students (Chirstenson & Ysseldyke, 1989; Daneman & Green, 1986; 

Pearson & Raphael, 1990; Snow, 2002).  

 

Even though the diagnosis of children with learning difficulties is a complex issue there 

is strong support for the effectiveness and utility of teacher ratings as a relatively efficient and 

cost effective method for early identification of children who are at high risk of developing 

reading failure (Hecht & Greenfield, 2001). Other researchers have compared teacher ratings 

with a number of commercial standardised tests and validated the accuracy of teacher judgments 

in identifying groups of students at-risk for achievement difficulties (Gresham & MacMillan, 

1997; Quay & Steele, 1998). 

 

Furthermore, many students identified as having reading or learning difficulties often 

have associated higher-order cognitive, motivational, as well as affective difficulties (Baker, 

Dreher, & Guthrie, 2000; de Lemos, 2004). The concern is that children experiencing reading 

problems over long periods of time also develop negative practices and attitudes to reading 
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(Ariel, 1992; Pressley, 1998; Tunmer et al., 2002); a situation that has been labelled the 

‘Matthew Effect’ where the good readers get better and the less able readers get poorer 

(Stanovich, 1986). The claim is that children who have difficulty learning to read begin to dislike 

reading and consequently read less in and out of school when compared to their more successful 

peers.  

 

The effect of reading volume on children’s vocabulary growth, combined with the large 

differences in reading skills, creates a cumulative advantage for those children who are 

successful readers (Brand-Gruel, Aarnoutse, & van den Boss, 1998; Stanovich, 1986). This 

exposure to the volume of print facilitates their ability to decode and derive meanings from 

unknown words (Jenkins, Matlock, Slocum, 1989; Worthy et al., 2002). The argument is that 

better readers learn new words from context with greater efficiency than do less able readers, 

even when differences in the knowledge base are controlled (Anderson, & Freebody, 1981; 

Carnie, Kameenui, & Coyle, 1984; Wharton-McDonnald, 2002). Vocabulary knowledge also 

facilitates children’s reading comprehension; a principle emphasized in recent research on the 

importance of cognitive and language development in acquiring new knowledge (Kintsch, 1988; 

Neal & Kelly, 2002; Paris, 2005; Stanovich, 1986; Swanborn & de Glopper, 2002; Worthy et al., 

2002). 

Theoretical perspectives and reading comprehension 

There are a number of interrelated theories that have been put forward to help educators 

better understand how students’ learn to read and comprehend text and these will be briefly 

reviewed under the headings of: (a) reduction theory, (b) cognitive learning theory, (c) social 
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learning theory, (d) gestalt theory, (e) memory and information theory, (f) schema theory, and (g) 

language theory.  

Reduction theory  

Reductionist thinking has been part of Western thought for centuries and is related to the 

development of systematic scientific method, and the notion that a complex whole can be 

explained by the sum total of its component parts (Poplin & Stone, 1992). Operant learning 

theory has elements of this reductionist approach, for it contends that student behaviour is 

learned and undesirable parts can be unlearned (Gillet & Temple, 1994). It focuses more on 

external observable behaviours and the manipulation of specific content, procedures, and skills to 

achieve educational goals (Green, 2003).  

 

In terms of remediation, most teachers using traditional reduction approaches have 

stressed the mastery of basic skills (Samuels, 1978). The predominant assumption has been that 

students who were not progressing in reading could be diagnosed and remediated by focusing on 

the parts of the readers’ curriculum that the students found difficult (Gunning, 2002). By 

isolating basic elements educators have sought to build skills and concepts through direct 

instruction (Lerner, 2003).  

 

Unfortunately, the tendency has been to look for deficits more within the learner and 

teachers have often ignored the insufficiency of the educational program or the learning 

environment to meet the student’s needs (Paris & Oka, 1986a; Schunk, 2003). A too narrow 

focus in reading diagnosis and intervention may be the result of an overly simplistic view of 

reading and a limited understanding of how to teach reading comprehension (Joshi & Aaron, 
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2000). Reid and Green (2004) have argued that the reading community needs to develop 

appropriate pedagogies by considering divergent views about how best to teach reading and 

reading comprehension to a range of children.  

Cognitive learning theory 

Cognitive theories focus more on internal thinking processes, as evidenced by observable 

behaviours that can be changed using review and reflection techniques. Such an approach 

involves the analysis of the task as well as the planning and thinking processes of the individual 

(Guthrie & Davis, 2003; Hareli & Weiner, 2002; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Paris & 

Winograd, 1990; Schunk, 2003).  

 

Constructivism is a theoretical perspective that belongs to the cognitive tradition and 

holds that learning is an active cognitive process that occurs as individuals construct 

understandings in relation to their own prior conceptual frameworks (Kroll, 1999; Piaget, 1965; 

Poplin & Stone, 1992; Symons & Pressley, 1993). Learning is viewed as a developing mental 

construct and involves both personal and cultural aspects. It is not simply a matter of taking on 

board external ideas and concepts, but it is part of a continuous construction and reconstruction 

of knowledge and meanings by the learner. Factors, such as interest, motivation, self-concept, 

trust and expectations (that are often overlooked by the reductionists) are identified as being 

integral to the learning and the reading process (Bernstein, 1955; Farris et al., 2004). 

 

A number of key learning and teaching principles are associated with the cognitive 

approach with the linking of behaviour modification techniques. While operant learning and 

cognitive learning both place the emphasis for the child’s learning on the observable, the focus of 
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cognitive learning is on planning (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Paris & Winograd, 1990). 

Cognitive modelling, for example, is a specific technique that involves teachers explaining what 

they are thinking as they read. Cognitive behaviour techniques include guided instruction 

whereby the teacher guides students through a reading task by showing them the steps as they 

read. Self-instruction is another teaching method whereby learners use their own language to 

guide their own learning. Self-evaluation, self-talk, and self-regulation are other techniques that 

are also used to enable learners to become more self-supporting (McCaslin & Hickey, 2001; 

Schunk, 2005; Zimmerman, 2002). 

Social learning theory 

Another important theoretical concept is the notion that learning occurs and is assisted 

during social interactions (Bandura, 1978; Vygotsky, 1978). Social learning theory (Bandura, 

1978) is also associated with constructivism and has advanced the idea that learners have some 

control over learning and individuals learn by watching and interacting with others in real life 

situations. The instructional strategy of modelling, according to this theoretical orientation, is 

highlighted as an important pedagogical learning strategy in relation to the social learning 

environment. This social orientation has been complemented by the socio-cultural theory of 

cognitive development (Vygotsky, 1978), which utilises social language and dialogue to 

facilitate and enhance children’s learning (Pressley, 2000c; Pressley, Wood, Woloshin, Martin, 

King, & Menke, 1992). Such a theoretical orientation recognises the value of the knowledge 

learners bring to the task and the way meaning and comprehension are constructed in the social 

context through the paradigm of language. 
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An important concept of the socio-cultural theory of learning is the role of the expert in 

providing temporary support during the students’ learning process. The resulting instruction is 

referred to as scaffolded instruction (Clark & Graves, 2004). The notion of scaffolded instruction 

relates to the metaphor of using scaffolding as a temporary measure while building skills and 

concepts and then gradually removing the support until independence is achieved. Vygotsky 

(1978) proposed that optimal new learning takes place when cognitive functioning is at a level 

above that which the learner can usually function comfortably and independently. This mode of 

functioning is referred to as the zone of proximal development. It is the condition in which the 

learner needs the short-term input of expert others, but without this support cannot learn as 

effectively. This notion recognises the social role of the ‘more expert others’ in providing input 

to the learner but emphasises the need to gradually relinquish control.  

 

Vygotsky’s theory of learning has given rise to a more transactional view of students’ 

development whereby new understandings are the result of a dialectical interplay between 

individuals and social contexts (Kroll, 1999). Thus, effective teaching was considered to utilise 

reciprocal instructional processes embedded in, and influenced by, the language and socio-

cultural context of the classroom, the home, and the schooling environment. Socio-cultural 

theory supports the notion of the teacher as the facilitator of dialectical meaning-making 

processes for the child.  The quality of the interaction, the appropriateness of the language of 

instruction, and development and removing of support as the learner becomes more able, are all 

important aspects of learning from a socio-cultural perspective (Manset-Williamson & Nelson, 

2005; Palincsar & Klenk, 1992). The hope is that the student’s learning difficulties will begin to 
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disappear over time as the social experiences and instructional interactions allow the student to 

reach more of his/her full potential (Baker et al., 2000; Kroll, 1999). 

Gestalt theory  

 
The Gestalt theory of learning has made a contribution to constructivism (Reed, 2000). It 

is also relevant in understanding how students learn to read and comprehend text (Anderson & 

Bower, 1972; Poplin & Stone, 1992). Gestalt theorists are opposed to the notion of reductionism, 

with its emphasis on individual items (such as letter and words) often in isolation (Weiten, 

1998). To the Gestalt theorists the whole pattern is more than the sum of the parts (Farris et al., 

2004; Reed, 2000). For example, understanding a word involves understanding the other words 

around it at the sentence level and also at the story and discourse levels (Anderson & Bower, 

1972).  

 

Modern theories of the functioning of memory have also reinforced the interactive views 

of educators and psychologists on how students learn to read and to comprehend text.  

 

Memory and information theory 

What constitutes a reading or learning difficulty and how to take appropriate remedial 

action is also influenced by information processing models of cognition and memory? Recent 

views of memory and cognition development have been influenced by information technology as 

convenient models. For example, human memory processes have been likened to a digital 

computer with its multi-store memory architecture and central processor. Such models 
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incorporate serial as well as parallel processing mechanisms in the same way that computers 

function (Baddeley, 1990). The information-processing model of learning traces the flow of 

information during the learning process. For example, both working memory and the modern 

computer are thought to have storage as well as processing functions (Anderson & Bower, 1971; 

Baddeley & Hitch, 1994; Daneman & Carpenter, 1983).  

 

An integral component of the information-processing model of cognition is the notion of 

a multistore memory system (Baddeley & Hitch, 1994). It is thought that the cognitive flow of 

processed information passes through a sensory register, the working memory, and then onto the 

individual’s long-term memory (Atkinson & Shiffrin, 1968; Baddeley, 1986; Broadbent, 1958) 

(see Figure 2.1). Thus, the human mind attends to input stimulation in the form of information. 

The function of the sensory register is to serve as an input buffer to temporarily store information 

long enough for it to perceive and analyse the information. At this stage information is perceived 

by matching the information to background knowledge so that meaning is connected.   
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Figure 2.1. An information-processing model of cognition 

 
The short-term memory is viewed as a temporary store of information but unlike the 

sensory input it holds the information in consciousness (Brown & Kulik, 1982). As new 

information is worked on, the old information is added to or altered and is stored in long-term 

memory (Baddeley & Hitch, 1994; Neisser, 1982). However, the short-term-memory 

components of cognitive architecture are limited by attention and capacity restraints (Daneman 

& Carpenter, 1980; Furguson & Bowey, 2005; Just & Carpenter, 1992; Pardo, 2004). Long-term 

memory, on the other hand, is a more permanent memory store. Information is transferred from 

short-term memory to long-term memory where it is considered to be organised and stored 

indefinitely. Thus, when one thinks about a problem one retrieves information from long term 

memory together with any new information that enters from the sensory store. There are two 

types of information that are retrieved from long-term memory: episodic and semantic (Furguson 

& Bowey, 2005). Episodic memories are composed of visual or sensory information that is 

connected to the events in one’s life. The semantic memories consist of concepts, general 

knowledge, language and ideas (Anderson & Bower, 1972; Baddeley, 1990; Baddeley & Hitch, 
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1994). The critical issue for reading and memory is to organise information into students’ short-

term memory long enough so that it is processed (Pressley, 2002a). 

Schema theory 

The notion that the learner or reader is an active constructer of meaning has been given 

impetus by schema theory. Schema theory aims to understand how the human brain organises 

information and comprehends text and related information (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Paris 

& Paris, 2003; Paris & Winograd, 1990). Bartlett (1932) described a schema as an active 

representation or concept of past experiences in which the mind abstracts representations of 

numerous instances of similar experiences. For example, the reader would develop a cognitive 

schema as to what is a cat, such that the cat schema could contain linked information, such as 

furry, four legs, small and purrs. An integral aspect of schema theory is that new encoded 

information interacts with already stored memory information as represented by a schema (Alba 

& Hasher, 1983; Rumelhart, 1980). It was proposed that the schema of a concept is used to 

interpret sensory information including text and a person’s oral information. The schema 

facilitates the retrieval of information from long-term memory and helps organise actions. It also 

enables problem-solving activities to occur in reading and comprehension that convert the text 

on the page to meaning for the reader (Reed, 2000).  

 

 Schema theory has dominated comprehension theory and research since the 1980s 

(Anderson & Pearson, 1984; Pressley, 1998; Reutzel, Camberwell, & Smith, 2002). Such theory 

argues for the importance of prior knowledge and how it influences an individual’s interpretation 

of read text, how information is represented in memory, and how it is recalled (Block, 2004; 

Hambrick & Engle, 2002; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). These notions help explain how and why 
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readers represent, summarise and organise text. From a schema theory perspective, readers’ 

construct understandings by using strategies that enhance mental representations of the text. 

Such strategies can be applied before, during, and after reading (Paris & Paris, 2003; Pressley, 

1998). 

 

Piaget (1965) maintained that children construct meaning by assimilating information 

into their existing cognitive schemata as well as by accommodating existing schemata to form 

new knowledge and concepts. To comprehend texts, readers must integrate new knowledge into 

a network of prior knowledge (Block, 2004; Pearson & Johnson, 1978). It necessitates the 

utilisation of a reader’s visual and verbal encoding together with retrieval strategies as part of the 

reader’s working memory (Ericson & Kintsch, 1995; Kintsch, 1994; Long & de Ley, 2000). 

Thus, reading is an active process in which the reader interacts with text and constructs meaning, 

making sense of new words by relating them to existing schema and background knowledge 

(Just & Carpenter, 1977; RAND Reading Study Group, 2001; Walczyk, 1995, 2000).  

 

Assimilation occurs when readers are able to categorise a new example as belonging to a 

pre-existing schema; accommodation occurs when readers have to alter a schema or schemata. 

From a schema perspective, knowledge and text overlap appears to be a necessary condition for 

learning from text (Kintsch, 1998; McKoon & Ratcliff, 1992; Pearson & Johnson, 1978). If there 

is insufficient content overlap, the surface (graphophonic) features of print become more 

important for the reader and accommodation requires more cognitive effort (Goodman, 1996; 

Kintsch, 1994; Pressley, 1997; Walczyk, 2000). In such a situation greater attention effort is 

brought to bear on the surface features of the text, such as letters, words and syntax. Thus, 
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guessing of the text content is reduced, automatic recall is activated less and reading flow is 

decreased (Goodman, 1996; Samuels & Flor, 1997; Walczyk, 2000; Zinar, 2000). 

 

Some contemporary versions of schema theory were largely motivated by artificial 

intelligence and computer program metaphors. For example, a schema was considered a mental 

program that represents variables such as procedures, precepts, objects or events (Sadoski, 1999). 

Thus, schema theory does not adequately deal with other related aspects of thought and 

language, such as attitudes, values, imagery, and feelings.  

Language theory 

Language is considered vital to the development of children’s social skills, cognitive 

abilities, and academic outcomes (Bishop, 1997; Glynn & McNaughton, 2002; Rutter & 

Mawhood, 1991). The evidence is that there is a strong relationship between children’s preschool 

language and phonological awareness/sensitivity and later reading and spelling development 

(Hay, Elias, & Booker, 2005; Hay et al., 2003; Snowling, Adams, Bishop, & Stothard, 2001). In 

particular, children with early communication difficulties experience a higher incidence of later 

reading difficulties, if no intervention is implemented (Snowling, Bishop, & Stothard, 2000). 

What is becoming more apparent is that problems associated with a child’s linguistic system, 

particularly in association with phonology, syntax, and semantics skills do not fully disappear 

when the student moves through the primary school years, such that ongoing support is required 

for many students with residual communication difficulties, even in secondary schools (Bishop, 

1997; Cooney & Hay, 2005a).  
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Children with early communication difficulties typically have more problems with later 

reading, spelling, and reading comprehension tasks, than age–matched controls (Snowling et al., 

2000). Students with communication problems often exit schooling earlier than their peers, and 

select educational pathways that are less academic (Jimenez, Siegel, & Lopez, 2003; Snowling et 

al., 2001). Because reading is a language based activity (Pressley, 1998), reading approaches 

have also been heavily influenced by language acquisition theories and these will be briefly 

summarised.  

 

From a behavioural psychology perspective, children’s language development is 

understood more from a selective reinforcement perspective (Skinner, 1953). That is, children’s 

language patterns and structures are shaped and modelled by others in the child’s social 

environment, and language is acquired through progressive imitations and approximations, 

which are rewarded and reinforced by the child’s parents and/or others.  A very simple example 

is, when the young child utters an acceptable response to a stimulus by saying “cat” after seeing 

a cat, the parent then rewards with social reinforcement and praise, so that the word and the 

object are associated. While most linguists accept that children’s language development and for 

that matter children’s literacy development is more than just associated learning (Vollmyer & 

Rheinberg, 2005), there is evidence that some of the teaching strategies that pertain to direct 

explicit teaching, modelling, guided practice, followed by independent practice have been shown 

to be very effective in enhancing children’s language (Bos & Vaughn, 2002; McInerney & 

McInerney, 2006) and literacy development (Duffy & Roehler, 1989; Kinnunen & Vauras, 1997; 

Rohl, 2000). 
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Psycholinguistic theory of language development maintained that young children are 

genetically and biologically predisposed to learn language (Taylor & Taylor, 1990). Chomsky 

(1965) contended that humans have an innate capacity to discover language universals common 

to all languages. Rather than merely copying a string of words the child formulates 

transformational language rules (Bishop, 1997). Such rules enable the language learner to 

generate an almost infinite number of utterances. The psycholinguistic theory recognises that 

children have internalised most of the important aspects of the language before they come to 

school. They believe that children with reading difficulties often exhibit delays in language 

development and require extra time and teaching to establish those essential language structures 

(Goodman, 1996; Hay, Elias, Homel, & Frieberg, 2006; Snowling, Bishop, & Stothard, 2000). 

Thus, the educator’s role is to provide meaningful and stimulating learning environments for 

learners to integrate enriched language experiences with early reading development.  

Comprehension 

 
The way educators approach the teaching of comprehension is influenced by what they 

understand about comprehension and their theories about the reading process (Block, 2004; 

Pressley, 2002c). Theories of comprehension development are not static and the claim is that 

there have been fundamental shifts in how researchers’ perceive comprehension (Paris & Paris, 

2003). One of the main shifts has been the notion that the learner is not a passive recipient of 

information but an active constructor of meaning (Gambrell & Jawitz, 1993; Stauffer, 1976; 

Trabasso & Magliano, 1996). Another shift is that the teacher is depicted as a dynamic 

facilitator, modeller of strategies and provider of appropriate feedback as required (Cairney, 
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1988; Kirby, 1991). Independence in reading comprehension is achieved when students take 

ownership of the comprehension strategies they have been taught (Kinnunen & Vauras, 1997; 

Roehler & Duffy, 1984; van Kraayenoord et al., 2004). 

 

 Looking at contemporary theories about comprehension of text, the indications are that 

reading for meaning became an important term in the research literature in the latter part of the 

19th century and the earlier part of the 20th century (Robinson, Katayama, Bubios, & Devaney, 

1990). The dominant view for the main part of the 20th century was that comprehension was a 

product of efficient reading skills and apparent to the reader through the recognition of words 

and phases. The assumption was that if the reader could read text aloud then the meaning of a 

passage could be mastered (Robinson et al., 1998). Such a notion of reading relied heavily on 

mechanical reading skills with the reader considered more as a passive recipient of meaning 

(Paris & Paris, 2003).  

 

 During the 1960s and early 1970s, Vygotsky’s theories (1969; 1978) made positive links 

between language, learning and social interactions. Vygotsky posited that the interaction with 

others was a prime mover in the development of children’s thinking and comprehension abilities. 

Pressley (1998) later added that children’s ability to talk about their experiences depended on 

dialoguing with supportive others and such dialoguing increased children’s abilities to organise 

and understand previous experiences.  In the 1970s and 1980s there were a number of theorists 

who developed ideas about how meaning and comprehension was represented in the mind. Pavio 

(1969) postulated that knowledge was composed of complex associative networks of verbal and 

imaginative representations. This led to the notion that reading comprehension involved active 
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formation of visual imaginative mental constructs based on prior knowledge and association with 

verbal elements.  

 

Based on schema theory, during the 1990s the reader has emerged as the director of 

his/her cognitive processes (Kintsch, 1998; Reutzel et al., 2002). The National Reading Panel 

(2000, p. 9) later added to this conception when it depicted reading comprehension as the 

“deriving of meaning from text by engaging intentional, problem solving thinking processes.” 

Such a view is based on the perspective that reading comprehension is a holistic unitary process 

involving the reader as an active searcher for meaning. Furthermore, Snow (2002, p.11) defined 

“reading comprehension as the process of simultaneously extracting and constructing meaning 

through interaction and involvement with written language.” Meaning, therefore, does not 

merely preside in the text but in the head of the reader (Goodman, 1992; Smith, 1979; Snow, 

2002). 

Comprehension a cognitive process 

During reading the ability to derive meaning is enhanced when there is a reduction in the 

cognitive load of a reader’s working memory, and the reader can process the words fluently and 

have an understanding of the vocabulary (Daneman & Green, 1986; Manset-Williamson & 

Nelson, 2005; Pressley, 1998). The indications are that successful readers are more efficient at 

gaining unfamiliar word meanings from texts because they have a greater vocabulary, more 

experience using the context, and greater background knowledge (Ewers & Brownson, 1999; 

Goerss, Beck, & McKeown, 1999; Kuhn & Stahl, 1998; Stanovich, 1986). Less skilled readers 

are considered to have a more difficult time integrating read text information into a logical whole 

(Goerss, Beck, & McKeown, 1999; Pressley, 1997). Furthermore, because strong contextual cues 



 30 

are not always found in many texts, less skilled readers may have more difficulty considering the 

writer’s interpretations (Andrews, 1996; Goerss, Beck, & McKeown, 1999).  

 

The reader’s ability to use contextual cues is often considered to be a subset of cognitive 

theory with its strong focus on the connection between language and thinking, and between the 

reader’s ability to decode and comprehend the text (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2003; Paris & 

Winograd, 1990; Schunk, 2004). The need is to have the readers of the text able to consider the 

intention of the author as well as their background knowledge and experiences that they bring to 

the text (Pearson & Raphael, 1990). Cognitive psychologists have theorised that a balanced 

approach to the teaching of reading is one that combines a text based approach and a discourse 

meaning approach in such a way that the processes are interactive and reciprocal (Farris et al., 

2004; Pressley, 2002e; Snow & Sweet, 2003). From this theoretical perspective both the reader 

and the text play critical roles in the comprehension process. The claim is that the reader’s 

cognitive processing of the text information does not enter the reader’s consciousness from one 

direction, rather the reader synthesises the text information simultaneously so that seeing the text 

and processing the text occur together for most readers (Dreher, 2000). Decisions are based on 

the meaning making process and are subsequently altered as the reader accommodates further 

text information (Bowyer-Crane & Snowling, 2005). 

Meaning and comprehension 

Reading comprehension (understanding, gaining meaning and interpreting the text) 

depends on a variety of reader-related and text-related factors (de Corte, Verschaffel, & van der 

Ven, 2001). From a constructivist’s view of reading, meaning is formed in the reader’s head, that 

is, a person’s prior knowledge affects the kinds of meanings constructed by the reader from the 
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text stimuli (Fukklick & de Glopper, 1998; Lipson, 1983). From this perspective an individual’s 

existing knowledge and cognitive structure is a major determinant in acquiring new information 

(Ausubel, 1968; Cain & Oakhill, 1999; Griffin, Malone, & Keneenui, 1995). The reader’s 

comprehension of the text is considered linked to the reader’s ability to construct hypotheses, 

rules, schemas, and mental models (Baker & Day, 1983; Vipond, 1980).  

Comprehension and organisation 

Kintsch (1982) suggested that global concepts are constructed from lower level 

understandings, under the control of a schema. That is the reader’s comprehension of the text is 

facilitated by the retrieval of memory information associated with past stored memory schema.  

This process of linking the words and text with the reader’s established concepts may be affected 

by the strength of connections between the more global or higher-level concepts and the words 

on the page (Kintsch, 1982). For this reason, a story or text structure is often one of the most 

important elements in the comprehension of the content (Marr & Gormley, 1982; Pearson, 

Roehler, Dole, & Duffy, 1992; Whaley, 1981a; 1981b). In particular, understanding the time 

order sequence in the text passage facilitates the reader’s ability to logically organise and 

comprehend that text (Ashton-Warner, 1963; Morrow, 1985; Trabasso & Sperry, 1985). 

 

Illustrations of text can assist in reading comprehension by helping the reader in the 

construction of more elaborated background visual mental models (Duke & Pearson, 2002; 

Levin, 1981). Glenburg and Langston (1992) encouraged readers to focus on illustrations and to 

use self-questioning strategies about what was happening in the story. Glenburg and Langston 

found that there was a connection between the visual mental models that the reader’s constructed 

and the visual information from the pictures in the text, during comprehension. Pictures can also 
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help to expand on information not always fully provided by the written text (Brookshire, Scharff, 

& Moses, 2002; Peeck, 1974; Schallert, 1980). Good picture cues help less experienced readers 

by linking the reader’s background knowledge and the new text ideas (Clowes, 1969; Goldstein 

& Underwood, 1981). It has been found that older and more able readers rely less on illustrations 

than their less able peers because they tend to visualise story content (Hibbing & Rankin-

Erickson, 2003).  

 

Comprehension and metacognition 

Studies of children’s reading and metacognition (planning and reviewing of strategies) 

suggest that the reading process is dynamic and good readers predict what is going to happen in 

the text and use strategies, such as read back and read on when their predictions of the text fails 

(Kintsch, 1982; Zinar, 2000). When readers predict before reading, they activate past memories 

and experiences and test themselves as to whether they have sufficient knowledge about the topic 

in order to comprehend the text (Dole, Valencia, Greer, & Wardrop, 1991; Glazer, 1994). 

Prediction focused strategies help promote overall story understanding and engagement with the 

text information during further reading and so help readers to verify their understanding of the 

text (Block, 2004; (Duke & Pearson, 2002). Teachers may support this verification process by 

asking questions, such as ‘What clues helped you make this prediction?’ After the story is 

finished readers may be asked, ‘What part of your predictions came true?’ These types of 

questions can become a framework to demonstrate the questioning process so that readers 

eventually internalise self-questioning and self-testing strategies. The evidence is that self-

questioning strategies help students develop metacognitive skills by monitoring their own 

responses (Block, 2004; Presley, El-Dinary, Gaskins, Schuder, Bergman, Almasi, & Brown, 
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1992). Metacognitive processes are enhanced when readers are encouraged to take ownership of 

prediction strategies by monitoring their own understanding (Palincsar & Brown, 1984).  

 

Comprehension is therefore more effective when readers use what they already know of 

the text topic to conceptualise the gist of the new text (Goodman, 1996; Smith, 1978). This 

process enables the reader to construct a situational or setting model of the text. For example, 

what would it be like to live in London in the 1880s as described in a Charles Dicken’s novel?  

Teachers may use questions to facilitate the development of this construct, such as:  Have you 

seen pictures of the old streets of London, what do they look like?  Have you seen parts of your 

own town or city that you think may be like old London?  The reader’s construction of a visual 

situational model of the text is thought to be crucial for comprehension (Yuill & OakHill, 1991; 

Kintsch, 1998; McKoon & Radcliff, 1992).  

 

The reader’s conceptual understanding of the text also develops and changes as the reader 

progresses with the text (Pearson & Johnson, 1978). For example, the reader’s cognitive concept 

and visual imagery of a restaurant, mentioned in a text is dependent on the reader’s experience of 

restaurants and the new information provided by the text (Kintsch, 1993; Schank & Ableson, 

1977). Efficient reading and concept formation are related to meaning. New meanings are 

processed using the reader’s prior experiences, imagination, and ability to absorb new 

information with the least amount of attention effort (Goodman, 1996; Pressley, 1998; Smith, 

1978). Successful readers lessen the amount of attention effort by constantly using what they 

already know to make inferences and to predict what they don’t yet know (Collins, Brown, & 

Larkin, 1980; Goodman, 1996). 
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 An important goal of research in text comprehension is to specify the nature of reader’s 

text representations and how various combinations of text, task, and reader characteristics affect 

the processes that construct that representation. Researchers generally agree that readers 

represent a text in the form of a discourse or meaning model (Kintsch, 1998; McKoon, & 

Ratcliff, 1992; van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). Discourse models are representations of the items 

(e.g., people, objects, places) and events in a text and the relations among them. Readers 

construct a discourse model by integrating each sentence in a text into their developing 

representation (Long & de Ley, 2000). 

Comprehension and the constructivists’ view 

 The constructivist approach, according to Harris and Pressley (1991), views the child as 

an active self-regulating learner and reader. Such a learner is not merely a passive learner but 

acts upon his/her perception of the world. The notion that children actively construct new 

realities by assimilating or accommodating old knowledge structures with new knowledge is 

related directly with their ability to reflect upon the task. The child’s intrinsic motivation to read 

is enhanced by using strategies that promote self-monitoring of reading comprehension (Gersten, 

Fuchs, Williams, & Baker, 2001; Vaughn et al., 2000). Central to this constructivist’s view is 

Vygotsky’s (1962) concept referred to as the ‘zone of proximal development,’ the zone or area 

between what the child can accomplish without help and what can be accomplished with more 

expert assistance. In reading, this notion is often referred to as the instructional level because it is 

the cognitive region where learning best takes place with the assistance of another more expert 

reader. The instructional level is where “scaffolding” most effectively provides support and 

where guidance can be diminished as competence increases. In the same way the scaffolding on 
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a building is dismantled as the building becomes self-supporting, instructional scaffolding 

decreases as the learner becomes more competent. Teachers, parents, and tutors use scaffolding 

techniques to assist students with strategies, such as asking questions to enhance reading 

comprehension, using word decoding skills, contextual strategies, and punctuation (Alfassi, 

2004; Horner & Shwery, 2002; Maggart & Zintz, 1996). 

A conceptual framework based on Pearson and Raphael’s (1990) comprehension model  

Capable students, however, can still fail to advance in reading comprehension if they 

only receive poor quality instruction from their teachers on methods of comprehending text 

(Cambourne, 1999; Lerner, 2003). As already outlined in this chapter, the different theoretical 

perspectives have reinforced the understanding that reading and comprehension of text is a 

complex interactive, dynamic process, and there is more to reading and comprehension than just 

decoding (de Corte, Verschaffel, & van der Ven, 2001; McNaughton et al., 2004; Rivalland, 

2000). Pearson and Raphael (1990) have identified six interactive layers of factors or variables 

that they claim influence students’ reading comprehension (see Figure 2.2).  These factors are: 

(a) the historical/cultural context, (b) the social context, (c) the instructional context, (d) the task 

environment, (e) the text, and (f) the reader. This framework recognises that comprehension of 

text is the product of a complex combination of interactive factors, and each of these factors, 

either individually or in combination need to be considered when designing interventions. While 

it is recognized that these factors are interactive, each of these six dynamic variables will be 

explored in more detail in the following section. 
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Figure 2.2.  Student comprehension and the Pearson and Raphael (1990) framework 

 

Historical/cultural context 

The claim is that the reader’s cultural beliefs and values influence the comprehension of 

the text and by belonging to a linguistic group, or an ethnic group, or having a religious or 

political affiliation, influence the way the reader views the world, thinks, and so comprehends 

the text (Kendeou & van den Broek, 2005; Lipson, 1983; Pearson & Raphael, 1990).  Smith 

(1978, p. 79) referred to this world view when he said, “What we have in our heads is a theory, a 

theory of what the world is like, and this theory is the basis of all our perception and 

understanding of the world; it is the root of all learning...” 
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Readers comprehend material more readily if they already know something about the 

topic. Children are also more able to integrate prior knowledge when required to make inferences 

about story information. Thus, the processing of information may be limited or enhanced by the 

knowledge base that one possesses. Even though some readers’ prior knowledge may not be 

adequate they will tend to use the best available schema to organise the construction of meaning 

(Harris, & Pressely, 1991; Marr & Gormley, 1982; Reid, 1988). The reader will rely on similar 

background knowledge to form an analogy when relating to relatively unfamiliar story 

information. Brown (1982) posited that prior knowledge structures that are in error lead to 

further learning and comprehension problems. For example, Lipson (1983) reported that the 

influence of religious affiliation on children’s memory for text information affected the quantity 

and accuracy of both explicit and inferential recall. Lipson also noted that young readers would 

often reject text information if they believed that they had the correct interpretation. It follows 

that skilled reading comprehension involves interplay between prior knowledge and monitoring 

by a process of recognising and reconciling inconsistencies (Vaughn et al., 2000). 

 

There is a close association between background language, vocabulary and reading 

comprehension. Many less able readers have difficulty in utilising the grammatical and 

contextual meaning cues found in some books (Bishop, 1997; Catts, Hogan, & Fey, 2003). They 

tend to separate words into separate units rather than clustering them into larger meaningful 

wholes (Idol, 1988). Less able readers spend more time on the surface features of word 

identification where meaning is less evident (Robinson, 2001). There may also be corresponding 

deficits in receptive language (Idol, 1988). Children with reading difficulties have also been 

found to have problems in expressive language in sentence completion and formulation; word 
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discrimination, syntax, grammar, and phrase length. Moreover, less able comprehenders often 

have trouble with figurative language, such as metaphors, similes, and alliteration (Block & 

Pressley, 2002; Gambrell, 2004; Kamhi & Catts, 2002). 

 

Social context 

Bos and Vaughn (2002) stated that interaction and interdependence were important 

aspects of the learning environment. They suggested that learning could be perceived as a 

dynamic process in which the students play an active role, constantly interacting with the 

environment and people around them. For example, students who discussed the story from a 

character’s perspective, after reading a passage, had higher ratings on their retellings of the story 

and were better able to identify the story’s central problem (Emery, 1996). In contrast to this, it 

has been observed that students who have difficulty with reading are disadvantaged when they 

are instructed to merely read basal readers and fill in routine worksheets (Paris & Oka, 1989).  

 

Cambourne (2002) maintained that when children are provided with a rich social literacy 

environment with a wide variety of genres, and text based interactions with others, effective 

literacy learning is fostered. In a social learning model, dialogical interactions between the child 

and others facilitates the child’s understanding of the vocabulary, the content, and the structural 

features of the text. In a dialogical reading environment, students begin to take greater 

responsibility for their own reading strategy use and independence in reading and so 

comprehension is encouraged (Derry, 1990; Morgan & Goldstein, 2004; Whitehurst et al., 1994). 
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From a social learning, shared reading, and language perspective it is widely accepted 

that children have learnt much that is important about literacy before formal reading instruction 

begins (Bishop & Leonard, 2000; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).  Certainly, the frequency and 

quality of early parent-child reading is an important determinant of children’s later literacy 

attainment (Elley, 1989), in part because shared reading with an adult serves the crucial function 

of moving preschool aged children from paying attention only to pictures, to paying attention to 

print (Sulzby, 1985). In their review of children’s acquisition of literacy, Whitehurst and Lonigan 

(1988) proposed that there should be a continuation between the pre-reading behaviours of very 

young children, and the reading skills the children later acquire more formally in the primary and 

middle school settings. These skills are conceptualised as falling along the same developmental 

continuum.    

 

Importantly, Whitehurst et al. (1994) taught mothers specific interactive techniques to use 

when reading picture books with their preschool age children. This intervention program, called 

dialogic reading, produced substantial effects on preschool children’s language development. 

Dialogic reading involves families and parents reading with their children, rather than, to their 

children or correcting their child’s reading (Arnold, Lonigan, Whitehurst, Epstein, 1994; Morgan 

& Goldstein, 2004). The implication of the dialogic reading research is that teachers, caregivers, 

and teacher aides can be encouraged to focus on the content of talk and the dyadic interaction 

during storybook reading time. Parents or adults are asked to engage in social dialogue with their 

child about the content and context of the story and allow the child to direct and share in the 

conversations associated with the text and pictures. The adult can expand on the child’s dialogue, 

and the evidence is that the child can then practice this linguistically enhanced dialogue. Thus, 

the child improves in vocabulary, syntax, and semantic knowledge, as well as in the social skills 
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of turn taking, and the conventions associated with reading text (pragmatics). In time, the child 

will be able to read along with, and direct the adult in re-reading familiar text, but this is 

secondary to the dyadic interaction.  For the child, dialogic reading also helps to connect reading 

with positive parental and adult social interactions and attention; for the teacher or parent it 

facilitates confidence and involvement in the child’s reading acquisition process (Morgan & 

Goldstein, 2004; Perry, van der Kamp, Mercer, & Nordby, 2002; Whitehurst et al., 1994). 

Furthermore, from a shared book social learning perspective the readers’ skills are enhanced 

when they receive feedback from significant others in a non-threatening learning environment 

(Builder, 1991; Brown & Cambourne, 1987; Cambourne, 2002; Volmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005).  

 

 When meaningful student feedback is provided through supportive conversations greater 

learning and motivation is usually achieved, particularly if that feedback informs and supports 

the student on how to resolve text difficulties (Block, 2004; Wigfield, Guthrie, Tonks, & 

Perencevich, 2004). This reading process feedback also encourages students to self-evaluate 

(Hareli & Weiner, 2002; Schunk, 2003), to set new reading goals (Guthrie, Cox, Knowles, 

Beuhl, Mazzoni, & Fasulo, 2000; Schunk & Rice, 1991), to improve the student’s level of 

confidence and self-efficacy (Bandura, 1999; Coleman & Bornholt, 2003) and commitment to 

the task (Hattie, 1992; Volmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005).  

 

 The assertion is that when students are engaged with text, mediated by affirming 

social interaction, the quantity and quality of the reading increases (Wang & Guthrie, 2004; 

Guthrie, 1996). Consequently, the student’s reading self-worth and reading self-concept is 
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positively affected through specific feedback information supplied by significant others (Hattie, 

1992; Hay, Ashman, & van Kraayenoord, 1997; Swann, 1983).  

 

 Teacher feedback in the form of effective praise is given to students for specific 

accomplishments with the feedback specifying the particulars of those accomplishments. 

Effective praise often shows spontaneity, orients students towards better appreciation of their 

work, attributes success to effort, and fosters an appreciation of task relevant strategies (Dweck, 

1975; Guthrie et al., 2000; Wigfield et al., 2004). Praise should be sincere, specific, sufficient 

and properly given in a manner preferred by the reader (Guthrie et al., 2000; Hattie, 1992).  

 

The need for meaningful teacher feedback is highlighted in the research of Wigfield et al. 

(2000). When students were uncertain as to why they had been successful, they were more likely 

to develop an uncertain self-image as a reader. Wigfield et al. (2000) argued that under certain 

conditions excessive praise could also negatively affect intrinsic motivation because it 

undermines a student’s sense of control over his or her reading achievement outcomes. In some 

situations a student can perceive an adult’s exaggerated praise as being condescending and 

reflect the adult’s low estimate of that student’s reading ability. Praise that is used for controlling 

behaviour, as opposed to informational feedback, is often more associated with the development 

and maintenance of a less positive student’s attitude (Guthrie et al., 2000; Thompson, 1997; 

Wigfield et al., 2004).  

 

Morgan and Goldstein (2004) and Brophy (1986) also stressed the need for a 

teaching/learning approach that concentrates on the student’s attitudes toward reading and the 
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relationship with the teacher, tutor, and/or parent. Such an approach aims to foster a student’s 

self-confidence, hope, and assurance by developing a positive relationship between the tutor and 

the student. 

 

Instructional context 

Student learning of reading takes place within what the, RAND Reading Study Group 

(2002) described as a “the process of simultaneously extracting and constructing meaning 

through interaction and involvement with written language” (p. 11). Most students need some 

form of structure to their learning and to be actively engaged in their own learning process 

(Duffy et al., 1987; McInerney & McInerney, 2006). The problem is that a characteristic of many 

students with reading difficulties is that they typically become passive and unmotivated readers 

(Hay, 1995a). However, educators can better accommodate such students in the classroom by 

understanding how the students learn and how curriculum can be modified to encourage active 

learning (Guthrie & Davis, 2003; Krapp, 2005; Pressley, 2002e). Researchers have reported that 

high quality teaching is most important in children’s literacy learning (Westwood, 2004). 

Success in teaching such students depends on the knowledge and ability of teachers to find 

methods and strategies that provide good teaching environments for those students identified as 

having difficulties in reading (Duffy & Roehler, 1989; Rohl, 2000; Rohl & Rivalland, 2002). 

 

The evidence is that many students with reading difficulties have difficulty with word 

level processes, such as phonological awareness, phonological encoding and naming speed 

(Leppanen, Niemi, & Murmi, 2004; Robinson, 2002; Tunmer et al., 2002). Students with reading 

delays are also associated with problems in higher order comprehension skills, such as prediction 
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and summarising (Truscott, Walker, & Gambrell, 1995). Furthermore, less able readers have 

more difficulty grouping ideas together, while skilled readers refine and revise their ideas 

continually while reading (Coccamise & Snyder, 2005; Pressley, 2002e).  

 

Truscott et al. (1995) maintained that less able readers have difficulty interacting with 

text, using background knowledge, and using mental images. Working memory efficiency might 

also be less effective for less able readers, but their reading can be enhanced by direct 

instruction. For example, Yuill and OakHill (1991) reported that less-skilled readers, who had 

been given specific instructions, recalled more of the main ideas from the read texts. Direct 

instruction has been demonstrated to have a positive effect on comprehension ability in learners 

with reading difficulties (Baumen, 1984). When direct instruction is used in conjunction with 

explicit explanations, low achieving learners become more conscious of strategic reasoning. 

Consequently, less able readers given direction in revising the text showed notably better 

comprehension attainment on questions that addressed central aspects of the texts than non-

intervention less able readers (Alfassi, 2004; Duffy et al., 1987). The evidence is that effective 

reading interventions involved teaching the reader on how to monitor his/her use of reading 

strategies (Schunk, 2005; Vaughn et al., 2000; Vollmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005). 

 

The indications are that less able readers have more difficulty preventing unimportant 

information from confusing working memory, and may use up more capacity in working 

memory than skilled readers who are more able to inhibit or resist potential interference from 

irrelevant information (Baylis, Jarrold, Baddeley, & Leigh, 2005; Kendeou & van den Broek, 

2005; Swanson, Ashbaker, & Lee, 1996). To reduce this confusion, teachers and others need to 
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guide and focus the readers’ attention onto the relevant text information and to help the readers 

clarify the purpose of the reading task they are engaged with, at that point in time (Alfassi, 

2004).  

 

Students are not always aware of prior knowledge they bring to the reading situation 

(Pearson & Johnson, 1978). Furthermore, Pearson and Raphael (1990) reported that learners are 

aided in the comprehension of what they are reading if there is a prior goal or reason for the 

reading task. Setting goals for instruction helps students to know where they are going with the 

task and to know when they have been successful in achieving that goal (Schunk, 2005). In 

setting goals the affective aspects of the reader needs to be taken into consideration, such as 

motivation to reading, reading self-concept, reading attitude, and reading interests (Quandt & 

Selznick, 1984). 

 

Some reading strategies focus more on students’ own thinking processes and own 

knowledge of what is involved in performing a set task (Johns, van Leirsburg, & Davis, 1994). 

Self-regulation and self-monitoring techniques are examples of these types of strategies. Self-

regulation refers to the learner monitoring his or her thinking actions, often through language 

mediation and monitoring of the text (Schunk, 2005; Zimmerman, 2002). The verbalising of 

thinking strategies is a self-monitoring and self-regulation strategy that enables the reader to 

build metacognitive understanding (Palcinar & Brown, 1987). Instructional strategies that 

support self-monitoring and self-regulation are important in promoting independent and efficient 

learning (Schunk, 2004; Vaughn et al., 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001).  
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The development of adequate self-management skills by a child with a learning disability 

or learning problem seems to be one of the most important factors contributing to the successful 

social integration of that child into a regular classroom (Westwood, 2003). Teaching students to 

use self-monitoring and think-aloud strategies encourages students to become more efficient and 

independent in their learning (Ernsbarger, 2002) and in reading to elicit inferences from texts 

(Bos, 1999; Vaughn et al., 2000; Whitney & Bud, 1996). The argument is that a reading 

inference is dependent upon whether the content of the text fits with reader’s schema of the total 

story (Whitney & Bud, 1996). Trabasso and Suh (1993) noted that inferences serve to maintain, 

retrieve, elaborate, and explain the focal segment of text information in working memory during 

comprehension. Thus, questioning and inferencing helps the reader with the identification of the 

writer’s ideas and helps to motivate the reader to reinvestigate the text and connect complex 

sentence sequences into themes (Trabasso & Suh, 1993). 

 

Explicit strategy instruction can maximise comprehension, however, students need to be 

provided with information on the adequacy of the strategy, as well as corrective feedback 

regarding their success in effecting the strategy. The more students understand and take 

ownership of the strategy, the more likely they are to retain and automatically employ that 

strategy in the future (Borkowski & Muthukrishna, 1992; Mastropieri, Scruggs, & Goetz, 2003; 

Palincsar & Brown, 1987). Strategies should be seen as sets of interdependent cognitive 

operations that are, in part, interchangeable, that can be altered by the learner in response to 

different situations, and are best taught in context (Deshler & Schumaker, 1993). 
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The task context 

If the learning task is presented to the reader in an organised and systematic way, reading 

development is enhanced (Alfassi, 2004; Duffy et al., 1987). One method to enhance this is with 

the formation of clear reading lesson goals (Goodman, 1996; Pearson & Raphael, 1990). In most 

learning environments if the purpose of the reading task is understood by the learner, reading is 

facilitated (Wertsch, 1979). In addition, if the reading task is inherently related to a meaningful 

activity for the reader, the reader’s comprehension of the text is improved (Brown, 1982; Durrant 

& Green, 2002; Goodman, 1996; Pearson & Raphael, 1990; Pressley, 2002b).  

 

In other words, the purpose of the reading task and the nature of the text, in part, 

determine how the reader will approach the comprehension process, and determine which 

strategies he/she may employ when reading. In determining what will be extracted from the 

printed text, reading is also improved if the reader helps set his or her own goals, strategies, and 

monitoring progress associated with the reading task (Brown, 1982; Johnson, Graham, & Harris, 

1997; Kavussanu & Harnisch, 2000). 

 

The text context  

 Text relevance for an individual is influenced by the reader’s reading skill level, age, 

gender, interests, and background knowledge (Brown & Cambourne, 1987), by socio-cultural 

variables (Freebody & Frieberg, 2001), by the purpose in selecting the text (Burg, 1991), and by 

how well it is written and organised (Keen, 2002). Moreover, for a reading task to be motivating 
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and involving, it is desirable that the text should not be too difficult or too easy, and provide a 

choice of text related to the interests of the reader (Clay, 1993; Deci, 1992; Fountas & Pinnell, 

1996; Holdaway, 1980). Therefore, if readers are involved in reading a text and are focused on 

their reading tasks, their approach to texts will be freer of other extraneous and competing 

distractions. Such focused cognition results in deeper comprehension of the text material 

(Rozendaal & Minnaert, 2005; Turner, Husman, & Schallert, 2002). In addition, when a book or 

story interests the reader an emotional response to that story usually occurs (Cole, 2002/3; 

Dipardo & Schnack, 2004). Children’s attitudes and self-concept towards reading have a 

considerable bearing on their persistence and success in reading (Ashton-Warner, 1963; Collins 

& Matthey, 2001; Chapman & Tunmer, 1997). 

 

Being able to quickly identify individual words within a sentence facilitates text processing 

(Kintsch, 1982), along with understanding the syntax and semantics of the text (Bishop, 1997). 

Furthermore, text conventions, such as full stops and commas help to organise text into relevant 

components (Clark & Clark, 1977). At the local level of text coherence, pronouns may encourage 

the formation of ‘cohesive ties,’ which form linkages between the propositions that are being 

fashioned as the reader is processing the surface structure of the text. However, a text may cause 

comprehension difficulties because it requires a large number of restatements of propositions in 

working memory, or because it requires that a number of inferred propositions to be restated 

(Vipond, 1980). Text organisational features, such as italics, underlining, and subheadings along 

with illustrations, figures, graphs, and maps help the reader process the text content into working 

memory (Baddeley & Kintsch, 1993; Kirby, 1991). Headings and subheadings according to 
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Armbruster and Anderson (1985) are labels for various frame slots, and can also make it easier 

for the reader to cognitively organise information. 

 

Pearson and Raphael (1990) suggested that readers who have a clear understanding of 

narrative story schema and other types of genre are more successful in the comprehension of that 

text. Often various types of text genres carry with them predictable types of expectations and 

readers need to be flexible and conversant with each style of text (Whaley, 1981a). They may 

have expectations about what they read relative to structural elements and the sequencing of 

those elements in the text, for example, understanding the genre of an adventure novel, a travel 

story or play.  

 

Kintsch (1982) posited the notion that larger pieces of text could be structured in the form 

of smaller content frames, which complement the larger whole. The larger units in a narrative 

might encompass the overall plot and include the organisational units of the orientation of the 

story, the complication of the plot, and the resolution of the conflict. Introductory paragraphs, for 

example, may help organise and introduce preceding frames and story lines. This helps the 

reader to relate the story information to the reader’s prior knowledge, making it easier for the 

reader to form links with pre-existing propositions about the story. Within the narrative 

framework there may also be several sub-plots or incidences that form elements of the larger 

whole and the inter-relationship of the main characters may provide story coherence. In contrast, 

Meyer (1975) found that information low in content structure (or further away from the main 

theme) was generally forgotten faster than information high in content structure. Thus, coherence 
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within the text and the theme of the story are critical factors in the readability of text (Harris & 

Pressley, 1991; Zhang & Hoosain, 2001). 

 

A significant problem for the child with delayed reading in the middle grades of primary 

school is the impact of increasing vocabulary in the text (Leach, Scarborough & Rescorla, 2003). 

Text readability research has been concerned with the relationship between a number of related 

text and non-text factors.  First, the textual features play an important role in determining the 

comprehensible level of difficulty such as content, style, linguistic, and cognitive features (Fry, 

2002). The second aspect is what the reader brings to the book in terms of his/her reading skill, 

language, cognitive processes, background knowledge, interests, goals, and understanding of the 

requirements of a reading task (Fletcher, Hummel, & Marsolek, 1990). A third aspect is the level 

of instructor support (Harris & Pressley, 1991). 

 

According to Gunning (2003) high readability levels of reading material is one of the 

significant causes of students to have reading difficulties with text. He also reported that most 

remedial reading materials do not adequately deal with this problem. Fromkin, Rodman, Collins, 

and Blair (1996) maintained that most remedial reading materials use shortened sentence 

structures with a very restricted vocabulary of mostly high frequency words. High frequency 

words generally carry less meaning because they are not as specific and the reader has more 

experiences with these words in different situations (Fromkin et al., 1996).  

 

In contrast, texts that contain less familiar words, complex propositions and embedded 

concepts may cause problems with the reader’s short-term memory capacity such that the 
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conceptual information becomes lost from the readers’ short-term memory store (Baddeley & 

Hitch, 1994; Yuill, Oakhill, & Parkin, 1989). At the theme level, texts with missing topic 

sentences or an over use of pronouns can cause the reader to make inferences that can be in error. 

Consequently, the reader is required to compensate for missing information by exerting extra 

effort to make connections with related information stored in long-term memory associated with 

the story content (Kintsch, 1998). The retrieval of text information may also be affected by a 

number of factors, such as the strength of connections between the global themes in the text. For 

example, if the text theme is a visit to the beach words like waves, water, fish, and shells may be 

recalled easier because of their links to the theme. Semantic units are also more readily 

retrievable from a text because there may already be frames available in the reader’s long-term 

memory (Schunk, 2004). However, disjointed text units are less likely to be remembered or 

understood by the reader (Kintsch, 1982). 

 

The evidence is that successful readers can efficiently integrate text information, such that 

comprehension occurs in a seamless process where concepts are automatically processed from 

the word level into the thematic or discourse level (Anderson & Bower, 1972; Baddeley & Hitch, 

1994; Idol, 1988; Logi, 1993). That is, for the reader, effective text comprehension results from a 

combination of cognitive processes that work almost simultaneously and automatically at the 

word and discourse levels of the text (Baddeley, 1990; Chi & Rees, 1983; LaBerg & Samuels, 

1974). 
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The reader context 

 
The student as the reader of the text is the most important and central element in the 

Pearson and Raphael (1990) model of student’s reading comprehension. All of the other “outer” 

elements of the model (Figure 2.1) influence the formation of the reader’s comprehension. As 

already discussed individual variability in reading comprehension is related to variability in 

student’s cognitive and memory processing abilities (Guthrie, Schafer, Wang, & Afferback, 

1995; Kirby, 1991; Paris & Winograd, 1990; Schunk, 2004). Variability in reading performance 

is also influenced by the reader’s engagement and attitude towards the task, reading self-concept, 

and reading motivation (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Chapman & Tunmer, 1997; Spencer, & 

Bornholt, 2003).  

 

Students with reading difficulties often have negative affective and motivational variables 

that impact upon the reading process (Hareli & Weiner, 2002). Such readers may have 

experienced failure over a considerable period of time, leading to low levels of future 

expectations and a reduced motivation to try (Coleman & Bornholt, 2003; Covington, 1984; 

Quandt & Selznick, 1984; Schunk, 2003).  

 

 The social learning environment is a significant factor that influences the reader’s self-

beliefs and that individually influences reading academic achievement (Carrie & Skinner, 2003; 

Hay et al., 1997; Pintrich, Marx, & Boyle, 1993). The interpersonal one-on-one nature of 

tutoring reading programs have been shown to improve the academic reading self-beliefs of 
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students, and indirectly have had a positive effect upon the enhancement of reading (Neuman, 

1995; Wilson & Moon, 1991).  

 

 A number of researchers have emphasised that a major factor contributing to the 

development of a student’s reading ability and motivation is the student’s developing self-

perceptions (Chapman & Tunmer, 1997; Combs, 2001; Mace, Belfiore, & Hutchinson, 2001; 

Schunk, 2003; Zimmerman, 2001). The suggestion is that reading related self-perceptions help 

shape students’ aspirations and achievement by influencing their goals, curiosity, emotional 

satisfaction, and academic self-efficacy (Guthrie, 1996; Harackiewicz, Pintrich, Barron, Elliot, & 

Thrash, 2002; Trabasso & Magliano, 1996; Volmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005). Self-perceptions are 

shaped by feedback from others and influence future aspiration (Volmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005). 

The notion is that reading self-perception influences the development of students’ academic self-

concept and has a motivating influence on students’ self-worth. This, in turn, affects the level of 

academic effort and achievement (Hattie, 1992; Hay, 1995a; Schunk, 2001).  

 

 Self-concept is a self-description, multi-dimensional construct (McCombs, 2001; Marsh 

& Shavelson, 1985; Zimmerman, 2000), that is shaped by experiences within the individual’s 

social environment (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003), and is closely related to an individual’s self-

efficacy (self-persistence) beliefs (Bandura, 1999; Borowski, Carr, Rellinger, & Pressley, 1990).  

Reading self-concept is considered a part of an individual’s overall and developing self-concept 

(Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Martinot & Monteil, 2000). For example, a child in primary school 

may describe his or her reading by saying, “I enjoy short reading stories with a lot of pictures but 

I do not like to read school textbooks.” In terms of forming their reading self-concept Bong and 
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Skaalvik (2003) found that the majority of students with a reading disability made comparisons 

of their academic achievement to their regular classroom peers. As a result they exhibited lower 

reading self-concept scores. Paying attention to how one performs, compared to others, is 

particularly evident during schooling. The indications are that such comparative personal 

judgments indirectly affect student’s competency, expectancies about future success and 

potential school performance (Pressley, 1998). 

 

Students with poor self-concept normally tend to ask more inappropriate questions, than 

the more able students and their responses to questions about reading are often more impulsive 

(Horner & Shwery, 2002). As a result, the amount of positive social interactions with teachers 

and peers may be significantly less than their more able peers (Borowski et al., 1990). The 

reduced social and academic interaction with others in their learning environment adds to the 

developing overall sense of self-worth and the lowering of reading self-concept for students with 

reading and comprehension difficulties (Kakkarainen, Lipponen, Jarvela, & Niemivirta, 1999; 

Pintrich, Marx, & Boyle, 1993).  

 

Students with negative self-worth may attribute their lack of reading success to a 

perceived lack of ability and, therefore, become passive and unmotivated readers (Covington, 

1984; Westwood, 2004). Students with passive or defensive responses to reading often wait for 

teacher direction, and do not know how to interact effectively with the text, or how to assimilate 

the text information with their existing background knowledge (Schunk, 2004; Stanovich & 

Cunningham, 1993; Zimmerman, 2002). Some students perform poorly when they perceive a 

negative outcome is a likely scenario. Such students are referred to as ‘self-worth protection 
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students’. Their inconsistent performance is derived from their motivation to protect their sense 

of self-worth (Paris, Byrnes & Paris, 2001; Thompson, 1997). By withholding effort in situations 

that will expose the student’s lack of ability, a student high in self-worth protection behaviour 

will “blur the link” between lack of ability and expending effort (Deci, 1975; Deci, Vallerand, 

Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991). By not attempting to try, such students protect themselves against 

perceived feelings of inadequacy. A student high in self-worth protection behaviour learns that 

no response will be effective in avoiding an unpleasant experience. Learned helplessness is a 

term applied when a student believes that it is better not to try, than to try and fail.  By not failing 

his/her self-perception is protected (Lindsay & Norman, 1977; Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; 

Paris, 1991; Quandt & Selznick, 1984).  

 

The indications are that the positive social relationships formed between the reader and 

his/her parents, teachers, and tutors can facilitate reading enjoyment and a more positive reading 

self-concept (Jarvela & Niemivirta, 1999). This has a motivating influence on students’ 

perception of self-worth, which in turn, influences academic effort and level of reading 

achievement (Hay, 1995a, 1995b; van Kraayenoord & Elkins, 1991).  

 

 The term volition refers to the exercise of will and the power of self-determination 

(Oxford dictionary).  A reader’s volitional processes are defined as those thoughts and/or 

behaviours directed toward the use of focal attention, and the use of task strategies to attain a 

specific goal in the presence of both internal and external distractions (Garcia, McCann, Turner, 

& Roska, 1998; Snow, Corno, & Jackson, 1996). Volitional processes are considered to be part 

of the broader system of self-regulatory mechanisms involving the enlistment of one’s attention 

and persistence in attaining a goal. The claim is that volition plays a mediating role between the 
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intention to learn and the use of self-monitoring strategies (Corno, 2001; Garcia, McCann, 

Turner, & Roska 1998; Hareli & Weiner, 2002; Snow, 2002; Zimmerman, 2000).  

 

 Zeidner, Roberts, and Matthews (2002) argued that the reader’s emotions play a central 

role in volition, such that much of what people do and say is influenced by their emotions. 

Zeidner et al. also suggested that there might be two aspects of emotion influencing learning; 

emotional intelligence may be viewed as a product of a person’s beliefs and actions in relation to 

culturally defined requirements. For example, poor readers who have had negative experiences 

reading aloud in class may develop negative emotions when presented with a similar situation. 

Perkrun and colleagues (2002) have also identified that academic emotions were closely tied to 

students’ academic competence in specific academic domains (see also Bong, 2004; Perkrun et 

al., 2002; Schultz & Lanehart, 2002).  

 

 There are a number of factors that contribute to students’ positive academic emotions, 

including: (a) orientation towards autonomy, rather than control (Krapp, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 

2000); (b) positive modelling by the teacher (Schunk, 2003); (c) use of positive classroom goal 

structures and interaction mechanisms (Cole, 2002/3); (d) feedback and achievement 

consequences (Volmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005; Zimmerman, 2000); and (e) social relatedness and 

support in academic interactions (Krapp, 2005; Perkrun et al., 2002). Sadoski (1999) has argued 

that students’ use of higher order cognitive strategies, such as the use of visual imagery, also had 

a direct role in enhancing students’ positive emotional responses particularly in reading.   
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 Students’ possess a complex system of beliefs, self-knowledge, and expectancies about 

their personal reading abilities (Chapman & Tunmer, 2003; Schunk, 2003; Tabassam & 

Grainger, 2002). Goodman (1996) postulated that the reader’s beliefs about reading often 

dominate the reader’s literary development. Students, who doubted their efficacy, visualised 

failure scenarios and struggled with self-doubt by dwelling on the many things that could go 

wrong and were, therefore, less successful in reading (Bandura, 1993). In contrast, those students 

who had a high sense of reading efficacy visualised successful scenarios, thereby, providing a 

positive guide and support for their reading performance.  

 

 Bandura (1999) maintained that motivation is cognitively generated because individuals 

form beliefs about what they can do, and anticipate likely outcomes through the exercise of 

forethought. Human behaviour is considered to be goal directed and the attainment or failure to 

attain those goals will draw emotional responses (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002; Sideridis & 

Padeliadu, 2001; Turner et al., 2002). Achieving reading goals involves the student in working 

with interesting material (Cole, 2002/3; Paris & Paris, 2003; Pekrun et al., 2002; Turner et al., 

2002). Achieving reading goals involves the student in strategic planning, activating intrinsic 

motivation, and being persistent (Gambrell, Palmer, Codling, & Mazzioni, 1996; Zimmerman, 

2000). 

 

 Intrinsic reading motivation is considered to be an outcome of one-on-one intervention 

programs where students are encouraged to positively express personal experiences about the 

reading task they are reading (Cole, 2002/3; Gambrell & Marrinah, 1997). Motivation is 

considered to be enhanced when readers are encouraged to set their own reading goals and to 
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contribute to the reading comprehension task by responding to the story or text from their own 

knowledge base (Deci, 1992; Hidi, 1990; Kehr et al., 1999; Tobias, 1994; Wade, Schraw, 

Buxton, & Hayes, 1993). For example, if a student has visited Sydney, a story about Sydney is 

more likely to encourage intrinsic motivation and interest. The student now has a richer 

knowledge base to better comprehend the story. Biggs and Moore (1993) argued that a rich 

knowledge base has been reported to be an important condition for expert performance and 

outcome expectations. It enables readers to generate elaborated knowledge constructs by 

integrating new information with information from past experience. In contrast, the inability of 

less able readers to utilise available information is limited by the amount of background 

knowledge and experiences they possess related to that story. 

 

 Less able readers are often unaware of their own ability to generate interest. They often 

state ‘this is boring’ which implies there is something wrong with the nature of the material, 

instead of seeing it as a state of the mind (Ariel, 1992). Deci and Ryan (1991) suggested that 

intrinsically motivated behaviours stem from interest. Thus, reading instruction must focus on 

creating interest in order to help children want to learn. Wade, Buxton, and Kelly (1999) argued 

that readers’ interest could be enhanced by enabling them to mentally visualise the story content 

by placing themselves in the scene. Furthermore, it has been found that there is a positive 

correlation between reading engagement and the vividness of mental imagery activated during 

reading (Farah, 1995; Langer, 1995; Marschark & Coroldi, 1991; Schraw, Brunning, & Svoboda, 

1995; Wade et al., 1999). These findings are consistent with other research studies that have 

linked students’ use of visual mental imagery of read text with the students’ interest in reading 

(Long, Winograd, & Bridge, 1989; Sadoski et al., 1993; Sadoski & Quast, 1990).  
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 The cognitive strategy of using imagery during reading has been shown to more engaging 

when readers verbalise imagined scenes (Sadoski, 1983; Sadoski, Goetz & Kangiser, 1988). 

Verbalising is a powerful tool because it enhances the vividness of mental imagery and also 

reinforces new understandings of the text (Butler, 2002).   

 

 It has been documented that reader interest will stimulate text comprehension, the use of 

learning strategies, and the quality of the emotional experience while reading (Dipardo & 

Schnack, 2004; Frick, 1992; Krapp, 2005; Schiefele, 1991). Kintsch’s (1980) and Schiefele’s 

(1992) conceptualisations of interest have also been important in the reading literature because 

they draw a level of distinction between cognitive and emotional reading interest. In particular, 

Kintsch’s theory of cognitive interest places more importance on text characteristics and writing 

style to enhance interest. In contrast to this, emotional interest may be more directly related to 

issues of unexpectedness and prior knowledge (Hidi & Baird, 1988). Unlike cognitive interest, 

emotional interest is aroused more when events in stories have direct emotional value and invite 

a vivid experience in the reader. Kintsch (1980) suggested that the degree to which information 

is interesting is related to how well the information can be related meaningfully to other sections 

of the text and/or to prior knowledge. Thus, emotional interest involves reading topics that are 

personally involving and inherently interesting, such as danger, injury, power, wealth, sex, and 

romance (Baker et al., 2000; Krapp, 2005; Reed, Schaller, & Deithloff, 2002). 

 

 Interest plays a major role with comprehension and recall (Bartlett, 1932; Fransson, 

1977). Reading instruction must then focus on interest and begin by helping children to learn to 
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want to read (Gillet & Temple, 1994; Taylor, Harris, Pearson, & Garcia, 1995). The importance 

of interest to motivation, effort, attitudes about reading and learning has been well documented 

in the educational and psychological literature (Cole, 2002/3; Hidi, & Harackiewicz, 2000; 

Krapp, 2005; Schiefele, 1991). This notion is important, given the positive role of interest in 

supporting cognitive engagement with reading comprehension (Krapp, 2005; Schiefele, 1991; 

Spires & Donley, 1998).  Furthermore, when readers relate information in the text to their own 

experiences and make connections with prior knowledge, they typically find the text more 

comprehensible and interesting (Spires & Donley, 1998; Tobias, 1994; Wade et al., 1999). Thus, 

one of the best predictors of what students will learn may be related to what they already know, 

who they know, and what interests them (Poplin & Stone, 1992). 

 

  Beliefs about future success or failure with a reading task will affect students’ attitude, 

persistence, and performance (Eccles, 2005; Klassen, 2002). Beliefs about why one succeeds or 

fails at a reading task may be related to external factors such as text complexity or internal 

factors such as reading ability, effort, and previous reading experiences (Cole, 2002). Causal 

attributions derived from previous successes and failures associated with reading experiences 

contribute to the development of affective beliefs that form students’ motivational beliefs (Bong 

& Skaalvik, 2003; Tabassam & Grainger, 2002; Wigfield, 2000). The provision of student choice 

can increase intrinsic motivation because it is related to the value that students place on the 

activity (Wigfield, 2000). Thus, expectations of success are strengthened by the extent to which 

students value that reading activity. 
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 When students exercise control over the reading process their sense of autonomy is 

increased, which fosters reading improvement (Beach, 1994; Krapp, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000; 

Senko & Harackiewicz, 2005; Wigfield et al., 2004).  By exercising choice in selecting books 

associated with personal interest a student’s sense of autonomy can be improved by promoting 

positive beliefs about his/her ability to self-manage reading tasks (Cole, 2002; Krapp, 2005; 

Wigfield et al., 2004). A sense of being in control also contributes to a positive attitude to 

reading by decreasing stress, anxiety, and depression (Bandura, 1993; Coleman & Bornholt, 

2003; Schunk, 2003; Vaughn et al., 2000; Zimmerman, 2000). Schunk and Rice (1991) 

demonstrated that developing students’ sense of autonomy is particularly relevant for students 

with reading difficulties.  

 

 The problem is that many less able readers in the upper primary school grades, still have 

limited skills in decoding, and also tend to have limited strategies to foster and monitor their 

comprehension (Le Fevre, Moore, & Wilkinson, 2003). Furthermore, many of the problems 

experienced by less able readers appear to be compounded by their passive behaviours while 

reviewing the text (Butler, 2002; Zimmerman, 2002). Wang and Guthrie (2004) claimed that all 

readers needed to be taught more metacognitive strategies such as self-management and planning 

skills. This is because less able readers are less aware of when and how to apply the different 

reading stategies they already possess (Fielding-Barnsley, Hay, & Ashman, 2005; Horner & 

Shwery, 2002; Paris & Winograd, 1990) and continue to have difficulty inferring conceptual and 

more abstract meaning based on just the word level information (Duffy et al., 1987; Swanson & 

Trahan, 1996). The interplay between prior knowledge and monitoring is an important feature of 

competent reading and a skill that differentiates fluent readers from relative beginners (Cox & 
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Guthrie, 2001; Lipson, 1983). When students are taught self-monitoring and self-regulation 

strategies their sense of competence is enhanced (Bandura, 1993; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Cole, 

2002; Deci & Ryan, 2000).  

 

Students’ strategy use, self-regulatory skills, reading effort, and reading behaviours can 

be viewed as a cyclical process linked with the ‘pre-reading’, ‘during reading’ and ‘after reading’ 

phases of reading text. In particular, forethought is linked to the ‘pre-reading’ phase, reading 

engagement is linked to the ‘during reading’ performance phase, and self-reflection is linked to 

the ‘after reading’ or the reflection and summarisation phase (Butler, 2002; Dreher, 2000; 

Zimmerman, 2002). A number of researchers have also aimed to link students’ reading 

behaviours and utilisation of strategies with the before, during, and after reading phases of text 

reading, and although there is some overlap between the three phases the following Table 

summarises the suggested links between reading and comprehension strategies and the before, 

during, after reading phases ( see Table 2.1).  
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Table 2.1 
Before During and After Reader Strategies  

Before Reading 

(forethought phase) 

During Reading 

(performance phase) 

After Reading 

(reflection phase) 
ah, t learning or task 

motivational orientation 

a acquisition of reading skills, 
 af, aj restore involvement  & c, 

ab re-reading segments to 

answer questions 

j, ay reflection on the 

adequacy of  reading skills, 

ay  self-reflection 

ap, ay using forethought    p, x,ay self-selection of 

strategies &  ad, aj, ay knowing 

how to apply strategies & 

when to apply them 

ae engagement & feelings of 

self-satisfaction 

q, ag, aw meaningful feedback o, z applying knowledge to 

answer new questions or 

solve problems 

o comprehending plot, 

character, & theme 

aq, ar setting goals g, n, ak, av goal directed reading 

activity 

I, t, ad, aj, ay self-efficacy – 

relating reading 

performance to effort 
a, an social inter-changes in 

planning & prediction  

d, e, as y, v, aq monitoring reading  

 s selective attention & 

persistence 

h success or failure in 

attaining goals 

b, l, ap self-beliefs leading to 

high levels of cognitive, 

social & emotional 

engagement 

aa readers ask or answer 

questions and monitor 

predictions 

c, ab summarising, retelling, 

using concept diagrams & 

review predictions 

p, x choice & h, s interest ay self-awareness  I, ay self-reflection,   

u, w, ao emotions & attitudes 
m, aj, ai, au motivational 

engagement & self-direction 

a answer new questions or to 

solve problems 

k outcomes that change 

beliefs 
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r metacognitive focus scognitive involvement & 

emotional experience 

ac, t deeper learning & 

reading comprehension 
a, b, aj showing enjoyment & 

willingness to learn 

am active engagement, 
a, an reading for understanding 

al, ar, av reflection in applying 

& gaining meaning 
z, ay activating prior 

knowledge  

 

ax focusing attention & effort, 
 aa behavioural engagement, 

effort, persistence & help 

seeking 

x, at generalise the content of 

the text to new situations 

m, ap connection with real life 

experiences before reading 

c, ab talking about the 

vocabulary,   c, f, z, ab 

elaborating on a segment of 

the text by talking about it 

ap evaluating character 

perspectives 

aBaker et al., 2000; bBong & Shaavlvik, 2003; cBorkowski & Muthukrihna, 1992; dBrown, 1980; 

eBrown & Palincsar, 1982; fButler, 2002; gCarrie & Skinner, 2003; hCole, 2002; iCombs, 2001; 

jDeci, 1992; kFrick, 1992; lGaskins, 2003; mGuthrie & Davis, 2003; nGuthrie & Wigfield, 1997; 

oGuthrie et al., 2000; pHareli & Weiner, 2002; qHattie, 1992; rHay, 1995; sHidi, 1990; tHorner & 

Shwery, 2002; uJarvela & Niemivirta, 2001; vJohns, Van Leirsburg, & Davis, 1994; wKehr et al., 

1999; xKinnunen & Vauras, 1997; yKlassen, 2002; zLinden & Wittrock, 1981; aaLinnenbrink & 

Pintrich, 2003; abParis & Myers, 1981; acPerkrun et al., 2002; adPintrich, 2000; aeQuandt, & 

Selznick, 1984; afReed, Schallert & Deithloff, 2002; agRyan & Deci, 2000; ahSchiefele, 1991; 

aiSchultz, 2002; ajShunk, 2003; akSchunk & Rice, 1991; alSlavin & Madden, 2001; amSmith 1978; 

anSnow, 2002; aoSpires & Donley, 1998; apTabassam & Grainger, 2002; aqvan Kraayenoord & 

Elkins, 1991; arWade et al., 1993; asWestwood, 2003; atWinne, 2001; auWigfield, 2000; 

avWigfield, 2000; awWigfield et al., 2004; axZeidner, Roberts & Matthews, 2002; ayZimmerman, 

2002.  
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Transferring the six key variables into instruction 

The Pearson and Raphael (1990) framework provides a useful way to understand the 

complexity and interactive nature of students’ reading comprehension, however, central to this 

dissertation and research study is the translation of these six elements into an effective 

intervention program for students with comprehension difficulties in the primary school. In the 

following sections of this literature review, the aim is to focus on instructional and intervention 

issues to enhance students’ reading comprehension.  To do this a brief overview will be made of 

the one of most common interventions for students with reading difficulties to ascertain its 

intervention features and then a review of students with learning difficulties  

Interventions 

 Generally, Australian intervention programs have involved 10-16% of all students who were 

thought by teachers to have support needs in literacy, particularly in reading; these needs were 

judged to be normally beyond the ability of class teachers to address without assistance (Rohl & 

Rivalland, 2002). In terms of identification of children with reading difficulties in the middle 

years of school, Louden et al. (2000) claimed that one quarter of the schools sampled used the 

criterion ‘bottom 10% of the class for reading on teachers’ standardised reading tests. In early 

reading intervention programs, First Steps Education Department of Western Australia, 1994) 

and Reading Recovery (Clay, 1978) criteria sheets were each used in almost half of the sampled 

schools when identifying young children with reading difficulties. 
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 Reading Recovery (Clay, 1985; 1992; 1993) is an early intervention reading program first 

developed in New Zealand and now used in several other countries including Australia and the 

United States. It was initially developed in the seventies to provide one-to-one tutoring on a daily 

basis for young children identified as being in the lowest twenty percent in of their class on 

reading measures. Clay (1992) maintained that at least two-thirds of those who enter the program 

achieved class average levels of performance after completing the intervention.  

 

 The claim is that Reading Recovery procedures are based on scaffolded instruction 

whereby children are guided in assuming greater ownership of their own reading. The Reading 

Recovery teacher works with individual students on reading material at the child’s instructional 

level. The assessment of reading levels is based on daily error analysis of the child’s running 

records (Barnes, 1996; Williams, 1996). Teacher training is very intense and programming 

decisions are kept within Clay’s theoretical framework (Clay, 1993). The following is a 

summary of the assertions of the program (Browne, Fitts, McLaughlin, McNamarra, & Williams, 

1996; Clay, 1993; Williams, 1996). 

  

• The lesson format is based on appropriate text selection.  

• Optimum use is made of time and the reader is kept on task. 

• Attention is given within the lessons to identifying phonological sounds within words and 

this skill is practiced. 

• Children learn to read and write by reading and writing. 

• Children’s sight word vocabulary is expanded. 



 66 

• Before reading activity involves skimming the text, activating of prior knowledge, and 

setting the purpose for reading. 

• During reading activity involves identifying the main ideas, making inferences, 

monitoring meaning, and using context cues. 

• After reading involves reflecting on what was learnt, accuracy of predictions and if the 

reading made sense, summarising. 

 

Reading Recovery has generally been acknowledged for providing favourable outcomes 

in reading for most students entering the program (Elbaum, Vaughn, Hughes, & Moody, 2000; 

Fogarty & Greaves, 2004; Pinnell, 1989; Simmons, 1991), although Chapman and Tunmer 

(1991) have raised concerns about the lack of decoding skills taught within the program. Even 

so, evidence has widely supported the contention that Reading Recovery, as an early intervention 

program, can be effective in improving children’s reading achievement and confidence (Elbaum 

et al., 2000; Schwartz, 2005; Slavin & Madden, 2001). Some studies have shown that the 

majority of Reading Recovery children have maintained their gains in the latter years (O’Conner 

& Simic, 2002). The O’Conner and Simic study (also see Schwartz, 2005) also reported that 

Reading Recovery significantly reduced the number of referrals to alternative education 

programs.  

 

Late-emerging difficulties 

 The indications are that over the past few decades there has been a great deal of research 

and effort that has focused on the early remediation of young children with emerging reading 

difficulties (i.e., Clay, 1978; Neal & Kelly, 2002). It has become evident that there is also a 
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population of children who begin to show signs of reading failure after Year 3 (Dewitz & 

Dewitz, 2003; Wigfield, 2000). This identification of new students with reading problems has 

sometimes been called the ‘Year 4 slump in reading performance’. Leach and her colleagues 

(2003) investigated this increase in the number of children with reading problems after Year 3. 

Their findings showed that poor performance on reading comprehension tests in Year 4 were 

often the first indication that such students were having reading difficulties. This increase could 

reflect the complexity of literacy demands in the middle primary school grades as there is a 

greater separation of curricular knowledge domains in addition to an increase in language, text 

density and structure. Each curriculum subject in the middle and upper years of primary 

schooling is starting to be more differentiated with different traditions and orientations of 

knowledge involving written, spoken and symbolic forms. For example, the reading and writing 

of science material is often in contrast with English story texts with more words across all 

subject areas becoming increasingly more phonologically and morphologically complex (Lo 

Blanco & Freebody, 2001). Furthermore, readers are expected by their teachers to be more 

accurate in their reading and there is need to decode written information much more rapidly with 

less assistance and support (Horner & Shwery, 2002; Leach et al., 2003; Snow, 2002).  

 

 Many of the students in the middle years of primary school still have problems related to 

word-level processing (Kamhi & Catts, 2002; Snowling et al., 2001). In some cases where 

students’ skills in word processing are weak, the decoding of more complex orthographic 

material may place too great a cognitive load on limited working memory. When this happens 

the students use their limited resources to decode print and sacrifice cognitive resources that are 

needed to understand semantic content and connect with background knowledge. Often students 
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with late-emerging reading difficulties exhibit good listening comprehension, which may have 

assisted them in the earlier grades to partially conceal their reading disability.  

 

 Students with late reading difficulties are not a homogeneous group (Ludwig, 2003; Reid 

Lyon, 2003; Vellutino, Fletcher, Snowling, & Scanlon, 2004). While some of these students 

display difficulties with word processing, a significant number do not have word level processing 

problems. This second group was characterised by exhibiting good phonological skills and the 

processing of print with a high degree of speed. They also displayed a marked weakness in 

listening comprehension and sound vocabulary knowledge. Thus, reading comprehension 

difficulties are believed to comprise, among other things, weaknesses in lexical, syntactic, 

conceptual, inferential and organisational cognitive functions. 

 

 A third group displayed word and meaning processing problems. Such students have 

difficulty reading at the word level and also show difficulty with listening comprehension. This 

group display impaired word level decoding as well as comprehension, vocabulary, insufficient 

knowledge of language structures, and lack of background knowledge, weak inferential abilities 

and lower intellectual ability. Their reading problems are normally identified by the time they 

enter Year 3.  

Commitment to late-intervention programs 

While early intervention reading programs, such as Reading Recovery attract government 

funding and support there does not seem to be the same commitment to assisting students with 

literacy problems beyond Year 3 (van Kraayenoord, Elkins, Palmer, & Richards, 2001; Worthy 
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et al., 2002). Worthy et al. (2002) added that the inflexible structure of some decoding focused 

intervention programs were inappropriate for later reading intervention.  

 

 The problem is that the longer students with reading difficulties continue on without 

adequate assistance, the more generalised their deficits can become, affecting the students’ 

academic progress, self-motivation, self-concept, self-efficacy, and behaviour (Tunmer et al., 

2002). Another problem is that there are more students in need of reading and comprehension 

assistance through specialised help than there are places available in remedial programs (Louden 

et al., 2000). Although there are many reading intervention programs and remedial materials 

available in Australian schools there is still limited research evidence as to the effectiveness of 

many of these existing programs (De Lemos, 2004; Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley, 1995; Elkins, 

2002).  

 

 Westwood (2003) posited that children with specific reading disabilities demand some 

measure of extra support and special attention if they are to achieve success in regular 

classrooms, although he believed that in general the students did not require a totally different 

approach for instruction in reading. The claim is that while schools need to maintain a level of 

concentration of effort in lower primary literacy teaching there is also a need to devote more 

effort to middle and upper primary school intervention programs (Bos, 1999). Better upper grade 

intervention teaching will require the development of well-documented programs with a strong 

focus on comprehension and self-regulation (Nation & Norbury, 2005; Rohrbeck et al., 2003).  

There has also been a trend away from the use of structured drill tasks using workbooks, to the 

use of comprehension strategies that promote interaction, self-monitoring, and discussion and 
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dialogue with the text (Gersten et al., 2001; Horner & Shwery, 2002; Pearson et al., 1992; 

Robinson et al., 1998).  

 

 In the 1970s it was shown that reading comprehension was rarely taught in the 

classrooms (Durkin, 1978; Pressley, 1998; Robinson et al., 1998; Snow, 2002; Vaughn et al., 

2000). Durkin’s (1978) research made the observation that there was much comprehension 

testing and questioning after the reading of text passages in classrooms but there was very little 

comprehension instruction taking place. Out of the 4000 minutes of observation in her study, 

Durkin noted that there was a total of 11 minutes of actual comprehension instruction. The 

concern is that explicit instruction in: how to comprehend text; how to model good 

comprehension strategies; and how, and when to apply independent practise of reading 

comprehension are seldom taught or employed in classrooms (Alfassi, 2004; National Reading 

Panel, 2000; Pressley, 2002a, 2002b; Snow, 2002). Teachers appear to be talking about the need 

for a skill, but handle the teaching of that skill over to the students to teach themselves, rather 

than modelling and demonstrating good practice in comprehension which is supported by the 

research (National Reading Panel, 2000). In contrast to this, the National Reading Panel reported 

that when informed teachers applied research based comprehension strategy instruction in their 

classrooms, there was an improvement in students’ comprehension, even when the instruction 

was not ideal. 

Why some students are poor at comprehension?  

 Researchers have established that children’s early attainment of decoding skill is a 

reliable predictor of later reading achievement (Chapman & Tunmer, 2003; Juel, 1998; Pressley, 
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1998). It has also been found that less able decoders read considerably less than the average good 

readers (Beck & Juel, 1992). Although it has been recognised that successful reading 

comprehension requires good decoding of words, many children with good decoding skill still 

fail to comprehend adequately (Cain & Oakhill, 1999; Nation et al., 2004; Nation & Norbury, 

2005; Spooner, Baddeley, & Gathercole, 2004).  

 

 Snowling and Frith (1986) contended that the difficulty in using context to elicit meaning 

was the core deficit separating good reading decoders with poor comprehension skills from good 

reading decoders with good comprehension ability. Furthermore, good reading decoders with 

poor comprehension often failed to incorporate their existing prior knowledge to answer 

questions about read text. The inability of these students to use contextual strategies to elicit 

meaning also impeded their acquisition of new vocabulary (Bowyer-Crane & Snowling, 2005). 

Thus, less able comprehenders with good decoding skills generally exhibit more passive reading 

behaviours leading to a continued lowering of reading performance (Schunk & Rice, 1993). 

They generally have normal intelligence but their comprehension difficulties are often very 

specific. The hypothesis is that the students’ weaknesses are limited to aspects of language 

processing and their integration of their background knowledge with their read text information 

(Leach et al., 2003; Nation, Clarke, & Snowling, 2002). Children with both poor decoding and 

poor comprehension skills often lack metacognitive and higher order language skills (Leach et 

al., 2003; Pressley, 1998; 2000b; Snow & Sweet, 2003; Vellutino, 2003). Thus, language 

proficiency, memory, and metacognition skills are central to any discussion of reading 

comprehension intervention (Gersten, 2001; Goodman, 1996; Halliday, 1975; Smith, 1979; 

Vygotsky, 1978). 
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 In contrast, successful readers generally have positive attitudes towards reading, fast 

decoding skills, established language and vocabulary skills, and use a variety of strategies to read 

a range of texts (Block & Pressley, 2002; Duke & Pearson, 2002). Therefore, teachers need to 

make explicit to the students with reading problems the types of normally unobserved strategic 

behaviours skilled readers use when they are reading (Cambourne, 1999; Duke & Pearson, 

2002). Less able readers also need to be shown how and when to use those strategies, in flexible 

ways that suit the students’ individual learning preferences (Gersten et al., 2001).  

Factors that influence effective instructional practices 

 To apply effective interventions for students with reading comprehension difficulties the 

teacher needs to understand and diagnose the reader’s level of reading achievement and then 

design and monitor an appropriate program that facilitates the reader’s development of skills, 

attitudes, and independence (Slater, 2002; Walker & Taylor, 1996; Ysseldyke & Christenson, 

1987). Generally, students’ learning outcomes are related to the quality of instruction they 

receive. In part, this will be influenced by the quality of the teacher’s preparation, ongoing 

professional development, and experience with working with a variety of students (National 

Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley, 2002c). The argument is that teachers’ use of reading 

comprehension instructions is often inadequate because the strategies are poorly related to the 

relevant research literature (National Reading Panel, 2000; Snow, 2002; van Krayenoord, Elkins, 

Palmer, Richards, & Colbert, 2004).  
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 More recently, there has been a greater focus on multiple strategy instruction and 

cooperative learning and students’ comprehension development (De Lemos, 2004; National 

Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley, 2002a; Snow, 2002). In a major review of the teaching of reading 

the National Reading Panel identified eight instructional strategies that were deemed most 

effective in helping students, these included: (a) comprehension monitoring, (b) cooperative 

learning, (c) use of graphic organisers, (d) focusing on story structure, (e) question answering, (f) 

question generating, (g) summarisation, and (h) multiple strategy use. Other instructional 

strategies identified in the literature included: inferring, predicting, summarising, modelling, 

guided and independent practise of strategies (Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Pressley, 2000a; 

Romeo, 2002). 

 

 Because the ability to comprehend read text is dependent upon the individual’s 

knowledge and familiarity of word meanings used in print, teachers need to focus on the 

individual’s knowledge and familiarity of word meanings (Block, & Pressley, 2002; Gambrell, 

2004; Kamhi & Catts, 2002). That is, the students with reading delays still require vocabulary 

development along with instruction in word decoding (Bishop, 1997; Snow, 2002; Stanovich, 

1986).  

 

 A major problem is that there has been little research to identify the conditions under 

which vocabulary development is most effective for children with reading and comprehension 

difficulties (Sweet & Snow, 2002; Snow, 2002), and classroom vocabulary instruction methods 

vary considerably between teachers (National Reading Panel, 2000). With this in mind, the 

National Reading Panel reached the conclusion that vocabulary should be taught in a variety of 

ways including direct as well as indirect methods. It was noted that direct instruction of 
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vocabulary should be appropriate to the age and ability of the learner and should actively engage 

the reader in the learning process.  

  

 It has been established that good readers normally learn new word meanings incidentally 

and become familiar with their use over a long period of time (Block, & Pressley, 2002; 

Gambrell, 2004; National Reading Panel, 2000; Stahl & Kapinus, 1991). Word knowledge is 

better taught with multiple exposures using dialogue between the reader and a more 

knowledgeable person using responsive feedback, while encouraging the child to reflect on the 

read text (Kamhi & Catts, 2002; Scott, Jamison-Noel, & Asselin, 2003; Snow, 2002; Snowling et 

al., 2000; Wigfield et al., 2004). 

 

 Children with deficiencies in language syntax and semantics also perform significantly 

below their age peers on tests of word recognition, decoding skills, and reading comprehension 

(Kamhi & Catts, 2002; Snowling, Adams, Bishop, & Stothard, 2001; Tomblin, Records, 

Buckwalter, Zhang, Smith, & O’Brien, 1997). Consequently, poor comprehension is often 

associated with students’ poor understanding of verb tenses, particularly the irregular verbs, such 

as fight/fought; problems with contractions, such as isn’t; verb subject agreement, such as 

they/are; and pronoun noun agreement (Bishop, 1997). In particular, children with language 

delays or impairments display a higher incidence of later reading difficulties if no language 

intervention has been incorporated into their literacy program (Snowing, Bishop, & Stothart, 

2000). Compared to their peers, such students also develop a higher prevalence of negative 

educational and social outcomes as a direct result (Rutter & Mawhood, 1991).  
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 Effective instructional interventions in reading encourage an interactive dialogue between 

a reader and adults or between the reader and a more capable peer (Maggart & Zintz, 1996; 

Vaughn et al., 2000). The indications are that engaging readers in elaborative questioning and 

discussion of the text improves the readers’ own language and comprehension of the read text 

(Block et al., 2002). Furthermore, reading comprehension is more profitable when teacher 

questions and the reading materials are matched with the language and reading levels of the 

reader (Cairney, 1990).  

 

 Successful comprehenders are more proficient users of language and are more able to 

select and organise information from text (Block et al., 2002; Gambrell, 2004; Kamhi & Catts, 

2002). This has implications for the instructional design of programs. In contrast, less-skilled 

comprehenders are deficient in making inferences and have more difficulties in understanding 

the syntax and semantics of sentences (Bishop, 1997; Bowyer-Crane & Snowling, 2005; Yuill & 

OakHill, 1991). Therefore, syntax and semantic development needs to be considered when 

developing instructional programs. 

 

 Skilled comprehenders are more likely to use relevant general knowledge to make sense 

of information implicit in the text. Such inferential processing enhances a child’s understanding 

and memory for the text information (Pearson & Johnson, 1978; Pressley et al., 1992; Snow, 

2002). One of the differences between less able readers and successful readers is evident in their 

ability to process information for inferential (abstract) rather than for literal questions (recall) 

(Pressley et al., 1992). Yuill and OakHill (1991) suggested that less able comprehenders 

generally have the capability of making inferences but need to be encouraged to use their 
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inferential skills when reading. They also contended that inferential strategy instruction should 

improve working-memory efficiency, because connected information from texts can be stored 

more economically in an elaborated mental model, rather than as a set of separate propositions. 

Pressley et al. (1992) maintained that strategic questioning promotes the formation of inferences 

about the content of read text by encouraging the generation of explanatory answers to questions. 

Explanatory answers can improve the students’ comprehension of read text through focused 

dialogue, which in turn helps develop a more proficient use of language (Snow, 2002). For 

example, when children are prompted to make inferences, summaries, and predictions about 

events in a story it activates their own background knowledge and enhances the transformation 

of information into the child’s existing knowledge structures (Pressley, 2002b; Taylor, 1992). 

The implication of this is that instruction programs need to consider the use of memory devices 

to facilitate children’s comprehension processing (Cooney & Hay, 2002b; Gambrell et al., 1987; 

Gordon, 1985). 

 

 Linden and Wittrock (1981) maintained that children of about ten years of age were able 

to develop comprehension of text discourse by making elaborative cognitive connections, when 

questions were used to activate the background knowledge by generating images, illustrations, 

analogies, metaphors, and summary sentences. For example, ‘why’ questions are better in 

helping in the organisation and consolidation of relations at the discourse levels, while ‘who’ and 

‘what’ questions assist in the formation of concepts within sentences and at the word level 

(Green, McKoon, & Radcliff, 1992; Trabasso, 1981).  
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Furthermore, Kintsch (2005) has argued that the use of open-ended WH questions (how, when, 

and why), in particular, assisted children in comprehending text by enabling them to elaborate, 

enhance their recall and process words and themes in the text. A major direction in 

comprehension instruction has been the development of taxonomies of questions (Pearson & 

Johnson, 1978), and these have been influenced by Bloom’s (1956) taxonomy of instructional 

objectives and involve 6 levels from the simplest to the more complex: (a) memory,                   

(b) understanding, (c) application, (d) analysis, (e) synthesis, and (f) evaluation.  

 

 Successful questioning strategies involve coherence building at both the local (text) and 

global (theme) levels. Local-level processes tie together meanings at the sentence level while the 

more global or macro-levels tie together meanings at the at gist or theme level by connecting text 

ideas across sentences. Deeper understanding requires the reader forming what Kintsch (1998) 

describes as the situation model that integrates text information into the reader’s personal 

knowledge base.  

 

 For a teacher’s questions to be effective, they must be considerate of the learner’s 

competency, complexity and background knowledge (Cairney, 1990). The types of questions 

used in comprehension instruction will also elicit different levels of answers by the reader (Duke 

& Pearson, 2002; Palincsar & Brown, 1987). According to Kamhi and Catts (2002) a key 

element of good questioning is when learning is considered to be a dialogical activity that is 

modelled by a more expert other and progressively internalised in the form of self-questioning by 

the learner. For example, the learner begins to ask questions, such as “Why did the boys go to the 

closed amusement park?” or “How would I have avoided the danger?” The evidence is that when 
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readers are encouraged to use self-questioning before, during, and after reading there are 

significant gains in: (a) reading comprehension scores (Palincsar & Brown, 1983; Palincsar, 

Brown, & Campione, 1991), (b) ability to make inferences about the text (Snow, 2002; Yopp, 

1988), (c) making connections within the text (National Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley, 2002a), 

and (d) the development of summaries (Duke & Pearson, 2002; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978).  

  

 Students also become more independent readers through teacher modelling, guided 

practice, and independent practice (Clark & Graves, 2004; Duke & Pearson, 2002; Gambrell et 

al., 1987; Schunk, 2003). The teaching of comprehension strategies should have a balance of 

explicit instruction and meaningful practice (Alfassi, 2004; Duke & Pearson, 2002; Garner, 

1992). The results of recent studies have shown the positive impact of explicit instruction and 

cooperative learning on teaching students specific reading comprehension strategies (De Lemos, 

2004; Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Pressley, 2002c; Stevens, Slavin, & Farnish, 1991). Explicit 

instruction involves the teaching of cognitive strategies to students (Cambourne, 1999; 

Zimmerman, 2000). In so doing, teachers model the strategies, and students practise the skills 

with the teachers guiding them and giving them corrective feedback and independent practise 

(Gambrell, Kapinus, & Wilson, 1987; Vaughn et al., 2000; Wigfield et al., 2004). It has been 

demonstrated that such strategy training increases comprehension performance (Stevens et al., 

1991) and helps raise students’ reading self-efficacy to higher levels (Bandura, 1977; Schunk, 

2003; Wigfield et al., 2004).  

 

 Teaching reading also involves: (a) observing student behaviours while they perform a 

task and offering hints, (b) explicit teacher modelling, (c) student scaffolded practice with fading 
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out of expert support, (d) giving hints, (e) monitoring and giving feedback, (f) providing new 

task opportunities to transfer learnt skills to new situations, and (g) providing opportunities to 

reflect on meaning making and strategy usage with the view of bringing children’s reading 

performance closer to the ‘expert’ model (Hacker & Tenent, 2002; Horner & Shwery, 2002; 

Schunk, 2003).  

 

 Teachers need to teach comprehension strategies explicitly, providing instruction to 

readers on when and how to use those strategies (Garner, 1992; Pearson et al., 1992; Vaughn et 

al., 2000). Explicit instruction is enhanced when modelling and teacher verbalisations are linked 

(Dole et al., 1996; Horner & Shwery, 2002). For example, the teacher can model to the students 

the strategy of  ‘think-aloud’ and demonstrate the types of self-talk and self-questions the teacher 

uses when working out a problem (Gambrell et al. 1987; Horner & Shwery, 2002). As its name 

implies, reading think-aloud is a technique that involves the individual verbalising his/her 

thoughts as he/she performs a reading task (Horner & Shwery, 2002; Oster, 2001). For example, 

in demonstrating the use of mental imagery, the teacher can describe in detail images that are 

formed in his/her mind during the reading of a text passage (Pearson et al., 1992).  

 

 Children can also use think-alouds when they are reading to clarify understanding and 

elaborating their ideas and receiving feedback from a supportive person. While using the think-

aloud strategy a student’s comments may reveal a lack of basic vocabulary or little background 

knowledge or even reduced understanding of the text content. Some of the questions readers 

should consider when they are using think-aloud procedures for narrative text are: (a) “What did 
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I notice as I read?”  (b) “What are the facts about the characters or the story?” (c) “What might 

happen next?” and (d) “What does that word mean?“ 

 

 It has been demonstrated that students who have used the think-aloud strategy have 

developed the ability to score significantly higher on comprehension tests (Gersten et al., 2001; 

Oster, 2001). The claim is that when self-reflection is used in association with the think-aloud 

strategy, it fosters the reader’s greater self-regulation of the reading process and greater use of 

self-correction (Gambrell et al. 1987; Horner & Shwery, 2002; Schunk, 2003). 

 

 Having students verbalise a strategy as they use that strategy to comprehend text material 

greatly enhances their learning and understanding of the text (Schunk & Rice, 1993). 

Verbalisation such as “I could re-read the sentence to try and regain the meaning.” is a way of 

making more explicit private speech (or inner speech), which can facilitate students’ self-

regulation of when and how to use strategies. Private or inner speech is a method of rehearsing, 

directing attention to important task features and helping the reader to organise, code and store 

information in the individual child’s memory. The verbalisation of thought processes overtly 

bridges the gap between external control and self-regulation through inner speech (Vygotsky, 

1962). Volmeyer and Rheinberg (2005) maintained that the verbalising of thought processes 

raises the efficiency of the learner by instilling a sense of control over learning. This further 

supports the notion that the quality of teacher-student dialogues with informative feedback also 

significantly increases students’ comprehension and use of strategies (Horner & Shwery, 2002; 

Neale & Kelly, 2002). This interaction and dialogue will be explored further in the following 

section. 
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Visualising strategies   

 The theory is, student’s use of imagery helps to connect the reading text to the student’s 

own experiences and provides a strategy that appeals to some students who have a visual 

learning style (Guthrie & Davis, 2003; Morse, Oberer, Dobbins, & Mitchell, 1998; Romeo, 

2002; Whitehead, 2002). A student’s general learning style (i.e. visual and auditory) is an 

individual’s preferred and often habitual approach to organising, processing, and representing 

new information (Dun & Dun, 1993; Kozhevnikov, Hegarty, & Mayer, 2002). Dun and Dun 

have argued that student’s learning styles are based on two dimensions of learning: cognitive 

organisation and a brain lateralisation. Cognitive organisation refers to the holistic or analytic 

(whole or part) dimension a student may use to organise information. Dunn and Dunn argued 

that holistic learners achieve higher levels of comprehension when they read the total text and 

then reflected on semantic interconnectedness, such as characters, plot and setting. In contrast, 

analytic learners tend to review the time order sequence of the narrative to recall and process the 

information. Students who are orally focused are more able than imagers to cope with 

acoustically complex and unfamiliar terms, while imagers do better with concrete narratives 

(Morse et al., 1998; Sadoski, Goetz & Avila, 1995). Lateralisation refers to the oral or imagery 

dimension, which determines whether an individual is inclined to represent information during 

thinking in terms of inner speech or in mental pictures.  

 

 From a learning style viewpoint the implication is that for intervention programs to be 

more effective, programs need to cater for a range of students with differing learning styles and 

orientations (Glynn & McNaughton, 2002; Whitehead, 2002). The indications are that rather 

than just using one approach or style a combination of approaches is better. For example, the 
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linking of self-expression (verbalisation) strategies with imagery thinking strategies has the 

potential to facilitate students’ comprehension development (Block, 2004; Cole, 2003). 

Furthermore, when modelled, practised and applied within the context of a guided reading 

lesson, the suggestion is that self-expressive visual mental imagery should enhance students’ 

motivation to interact with, and understand the text (Bell, 1991; Block, 2004; Pavio, 1991; 

Pressley, 2002b; Whitehead, 2002). Brown (1982) has argued that because young inexperienced 

readers were still developing their visual and oral skills of processing information, a multi-

sensory approach to memory processing needs to be encouraged. Whereas, Sadoski, Pavio, and 

Goetz (1991) have encouraged teachers to focus more on students’ visual learning, claiming that 

the generation and use of visual mental imagery by the reader facilitates reading comprehension.  

 

Sadoski’s research involved investigating the comprehension achievement of students in 

either an intervention or a control group. The finding was that readers who engaged in the visual 

mental imagery strategy outperformed readers who did not receive the instruction. Sadoski 

argued that the visualisation helped the readers to focus their attention onto the relevant aspects 

of the text and its themes. Other researchers have demonstrated that focused attention in reading 

is correlated with students’ improvements in comprehension of texts (Center, Freeman, 

Robertson, & Outhred, 1999; Harris, & Pressely, 1991; Reid, 1988).  

 

Tutoring 
 

In terms of a multi-sensory approach to teaching reading, tutors are ideally suited to use 

dialogue to encourage verbal and auditory learning and to also encourage readers to imagine and 

visualise the story scene. A multi-sensory approach has been found to be more effective in 

helping the reader advance in reading skills (Hareli & Weiner, 2002; Pressely, 1998, 2002a). 
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While supporting a multi-sensory approach Long et al. (1989) maintained that a reader’s 

comprehension of sentences, paragraphs, and passages is increased when imagery instruction is 

encouraged. The most effective mental images are considered those that serve to tie together two 

or more objects or events in the text by having them interact in some way (Marschark & Coroldi, 

1991). For example, the reader could imagine the scene as a moving picture (like a movie), 

rather than a static picture. The vividness of a reader’s visual mental imagery of the text is also 

associated with deeper levels of text meaning and increased levels of reader enjoyment from the 

text (Block, 2004; Center et al., 1999; Sadoski, 1983). Thus, imagery could be included as one 

text strategy within a set of multiple strategies aimed at giving students a deeper and greater 

understanding of the text they are reading (De Lemos, 2004; Snow, 2002).  

 

Of particular importance to this research study, is the work of Romeo (2001) who linked 

visualising procedures with tutoring procedures. Romeo (2001) wished to enhance students’ use 

of visualisations and comprehension of text by suggesting that tutors need to read aloud texts to 

children that are high in imagery related to text content.  At relevant stages during the reading 

Romeo had the tutor stop and ask the child to visualise the story events and then share his/her 

images with the tutor. Romeo found that the children eventually imaged the text during reading, 

without prompting. 

Defining tutoring 

Tutoring could be defined as a learning interaction between a tutor and a tutee that 

focuses on an area of curriculum content needing improvement or strengthening by the tutee 

(Roe & Vukelich, 2001). The purpose of tutoring is to provide an educational intervention 

program to meet the educational need for those having difficulty.  In particular, Vaughn et al. 
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(2000) contended that the most effective instruction that teachers can provide, for any student, is 

one-on-one. This requires that teachers decentralise some of their instruction if they are to 

appropriately meet the needs of the students with reading difficulties. One method aimed at 

facilitating this one-on-one reading intervention for students with reading difficulties is the use 

of trained reading tutors who are either community volunteers, parents, other students, or teacher 

aides (Cairney, 2000; Glynn & McNaughton, 2002; Overrett & Donald, 1998; Rohrbeck et al., 

2003; Topping, 1987). 

Parental involvement at home and volunteer involvement at school  

A substantial body of research has demonstrated that parents can be effective tutors and 

help their children make substantial gains in various academic and non-academic areas (Collins 

& Matthey, 2001; Hewison & Tizard, 1980; Morgan & Goldstein, 2004; Mayfiel & Ollila, 1996; 

Nichols, 2000; Whitehurst et al., 1994). Stanovich (1986) in his study of tutoring situations, 

echoed this notion of the natural learning ability of children when he found that once parents 

began to interact with their children around reading activities, the children reciprocated with 

eagerness. The parents intuitively seemed to follow the child’s learning interests and curiosity, 

sensitively responding to requests for aid. Vygotsky (1962) maintained that the fundamental 

elements of the child’s learning are the interactions of the child with a supportive other. 

 

In the United Kingdom Hewison (1988) conducted a study over a two-year period called 

the Haringey Reading Project in which parents were encouraged by the school to listen regularly 

to children’s reading for a short period every evening. At the end of the two-year period it was 

confirmed that the participant groups were reading at a significantly higher level than children in 

the control groups from the same schools, Hewison also identified that the differences were 
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maintained three years after the end of the project. This finding, that the intervention results were 

maintained over time is important because some reading intervention studies have been criticized 

for failing to maintain the children’s reading gains after the intervention has discontinued 

(Chapman & Tunmer, 1991; Robinson, 2001; Williams, 1996). 

 

 Despite many encouraging outcomes from home reading projects, there has been some 

discussion concerning the evaluation of the projects and the degree of efficiency of parental 

involvement, since overall findings had been very mixed (Wasik, 1998a, 1998b). Handcock 

(1991) conducted a survey that found 65% of schools were using parents as reading helpers 

(tutors) but there was a lack of planned evaluation of home and school reading tutoring. The 

findings from the research by McNaughton et al. (1992) in New Zealand have been supportive of 

home tutoring, but these researchers have also noted that there was often a need for more of the 

tutors to maximise the quality and effectiveness of tutoring intervention. Furthermore, they 

reported that parents of children who were experiencing some difficulty with learning to read, 

were less likely to interact effectively with their children without focused and supported tutoring 

instruction. Without instruction on how to tutor, the parents were often making few positive 

outcomes. Stuart, Dixon, Masterson, and Quinlan (1998) reported that social class differences 

also were evident in the amount of time parents spent reading to their children. However, the 

extra exposure to literacy for children from low social status families had a positive effect on the 

comprehension of the read text and their enjoyment of reading. 

 

 To provide information on the differences in home tutoring styles for reading Elliott and 

Hewison (1994) investigated families from different socio-cultural backgrounds. Differences in 
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the tutoring styles were identified and these were linked to a reading performance. Elliot and 

Hewison also developed a training program they called Paired Reading. Without training, the 

middle class family group out-performed the low socio-economic and Asian family groups in 

terms of their children’s progress on reading achievement. However, when all three parent 

groups were trained in Paired Reading tutoring techniques, all three groups achieved similar 

outcomes for their children in tutoring. Elliott and Hewison maintained that some parents were 

more effective in tutoring, due to their greater knowledge about reading, and that tutors who 

participated in home reading training projects became better informed about reading, the reading 

process, and how to interact with their child on reading tasks. 

 

 Elliott and Hewison’s observations of the middle class group helped them to identify 

which strategies were more effective in assisting children with reading. The middle class families 

tended to emphasise story content and meaning, rather than, merely trying to assist children in 

acquiring the correct word recognition and decoding skills. The middle class parents favoured 

feedback strategies that focused on the context using semantic-based prompts, such as reviewing 

of a sentence at the end of a section. The children were encouraged to take cues from the 

pictures, and the context as well as phonic cues. The parents tended to avoid interrupting the 

reading flow and ignored minor errors. Miscues were regarded as a source of learning. Parents 

made available interesting books to motivate the children and encouraged reading for pleasure, 

rather than, reading to gain word-reading skills. 

  

 Richardson (1994) conducted a similar study in Australia, comparing middle class 

parents and their home reading helping styles with Asian and working class parents and their 
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reading helping styles. He found that middle class parents tended to provide more interesting 

illustrated books. Their children generally learned that reading was fun and pleasurable. As with 

the Elliott and Hewison (1994) study, Richardson also noted that middle class parents favoured 

semantic-based correction prompts and miscues were regarded as a learning opportunity. The 

parents tended to spend more time elaborating on the story and interesting facts in the text. They 

also tended to explain unfamiliar words, syntax, and punctuation.  

 

 In the Australian study, Asian and working class parents were shown to have fewer books 

in the home and their children did not generally understand the concept of reading for pleasure 

(Richardson, 1994). Rather than using semantic based prompts, parents from Asian and working 

class backgrounds tended to have their children read every word correctly. They tended to view 

reading as an exercise in precision with an emphasis on word accuracy, rather than meaning. 

This approach resulted in more children from these homes exhibiting poorer comprehension and 

little interest in reading. 

  

Investigating parent reading tutor styles and children with reading problems 

 Collins and Matthey (2001) identified that mothers of children with reading difficulties 

used a tutoring, interaction style with their children that included more negative feedback, 

compared with the tutoring styles of mothers of children without reading difficulties. Collins and 

Matthey also noted that inadequately trained parent tutors were shown to be too critical of their 

child’s mistakes, or could not provide partial cues or supportive comments. As a result, reading 

related anxiety levels of their children remained high. 
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 In terms of what Australian parents want from tutoring training programs, Kemp’s 

(1987a, 1987b) research investigated the parental responses to a questionnaire and interviews 

from 68 families.  He found that parents’ over-riding desire was to be shown how to give 

assistance in reading, without generating other kinds of emotional or educational problems with 

their children. He reported that before training, home tutoring sessions often ended in strained 

relationships and negative attitudes toward reading by the children. However, with training the 

parent could develop effective one-on-one tutoring with their children and advance their 

children’s reading. In the United Kingdom, Topping and Wolfendale (1995) also noted that 

before parental tutoring training programs were introduced, the reading sessions in many of the 

homes investigated, developed into tantrums, frustration, and confused interactions between the 

parents and their children.  

 

The reasons behind the powerful effects of one-on-one tutoring programs using trained 

volunteers are not fully clear. One can look to the tutor, the student, the program, the 

environment, and to some degree a combination of interactions among them for answers (Juel, 

1996; Kemp, 1987b). However, Grimes (1981) believed that when children are in an 

environment of mutual support and where co-operation, shared goals, and a sense of 

responsibility for the reading process are promoted, then a sense of belonging, accomplishment 

and increased motivation will be achieved. The one-on-one nature of the tutoring situation may 

also heighten the engagement of the student and maintain attention for longer periods of time. 

The immediate feedback that the tutee receives during the tutoring sessions also guides the 

student toward effectively using more strategies (Cairney, 1982; Coleman & Bornholt, 2003; 

Hareli & Weiner, 2002; Topping, 1997; Wasik & Slavin, 1993).  There is a substantial body of 
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literature documenting the effectiveness of interventions involving adults and peers as tutors 

(Cairney, 2003; Cairney, & Munsie, 1995; Cohen et al., 1982; Collins & Matthey, 2001; 

McNaughton, Glynn, & Robinson, 1981; Topping, 1997).  For example, Cohen et al., (1982) in a 

meta-analysis of 52 tutoring studies, reported that tutored students performed better than their 

classroom peers who did not receive tutoring. Topping (1987) analysed ten interventions and 

suggested that participants had made significant gains from paired tutoring. Wasik (1998a), 

however, warned that it couldn’t be assumed that findings, based on one type of tutoring such as 

school/based programs, can automatically be generalised to other kinds of tutoring, such as home 

based tutoring programs.  

 

 Peer tutoring is considered a form of tutoring based on co-operative learning; where 

students of a similar age work together, although one of the pair typically has a greater mastery 

of the targeted skill (King et al., 1998; Rhodes, 1993). Duran and Monereo (2005) claimed that 

usually one of the pair needs to have more ability than the other, but suggested that students of 

similar skills and age may mutually help one another, if they are given a structure within which 

to work. Pagett’s (1994) research with reading also suggests that this is the case. Pagett 

investigated tutoring using pairs of same-aged students and pairs of students who were either of 

unequal reading ability or of similar reading ability and identified that both groups made 

improvements in reading. The reasons for their improvement could be based on the Rohrbeck et 

al. (2003) research, which identified that student relationships with peers were critical in 

influencing student motivation and academic progress. They also identified that the use of self-

management procedures, individualised evaluation, and reward contingencies enhanced the 

benefits of the peer intervention. 
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 In peer tutoring the students are normally matched using tutors from their age grouping or 

class, while cross-aged tutoring arrangements utilise tutors from higher grades (Gautrey, 1990; 

Scruggs & Osguthorpe, 1986). Scruggs and Osguthorpe (1986) even used tutors and tutees with 

reading difficulties across Years 1 to 6 in a cross-age tutoring program resulting in reading 

performance gains for both the tutee and the tutor. Thus, a wide range of tutors have been used 

effectively in reading tutoring programs. In a study of cross-age tutoring Juel (1996) reported 

that at-risk elementary school children gained much from being read to regularly by older 

students who were at-risk readers themselves. Cohen et al. (1982) noted that one of the other 

benefits of cross-age tutoring was that both readers helped each other.  

The quality of the training and supervision of tutors  

Tutors, whether they are peer tutors, cross age tutors, parent tutors, or adult to student 

tutors, may have several roles, from encouraging tutees, to modelling and explaining skills, but 

the critical issue is the training of tutors (Arthur, 2001; Roe, 2001). The indications are that 

trained tutors are more effective than untrained tutors (Fresko & Chen, 1989), and that one-on-

one is more effective than group tutoring (Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994).  

 

 Wasik and Slavin (1993) reviewed five interventions that compared certified teachers or 

para-professional tutors such as teacher aides. The findings from this review supported the notion 

that one-on-one tutoring by para-professionals can be extremely effective, although teachers 

generally had a greater impact on students’ reading, than did para-professionals. In terms of the 

effectiveness of tutors, Topping (1998) believed that it depended on what the tutors actually did 

in the sessions. He contended that when teachers and tutors used exactly the same techniques 
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there were no significant differences in regard to the effectiveness of the reading interventions. 

Furthermore, Wasik (1998b) studied a number of tutoring programs and identified that well-

trained tutors with adequate support were even more beneficial to children who were struggling 

readers, than their teachers.  

 

 Wasik’s (1985b) study reinforced the notion that children assisted by trained adult tutors 

outperformed children assisted by untrained adult tutors. This reinforced the notion that the most 

effective one-on-one tutoring programs utilised either teacher aides, volunteers or peer tutors and 

had the elements of being, first, highly structured and, second, having a high degree of tutor 

training (Collins & Matthey, 2001; Duran & Monereo, 2005; Rohrbeck et al., 2003; Topping, 

1998; Wasik, 1998a).  

 

 In particular, experimental studies suggest that tutors of children who are experiencing 

some difficulty with learning to read, are not likely to interact effectively without training 

(Kemp, 1987a, 1987b). Tutors need explicit information about proven instructional strategies 

when tutoring children (McNaughton et al., 1992; Neuman, 1995; Roe & Vukelik, 2001). 

Furthermore, Collins and Matthey (2001) argued that tutors needed a range of resources, ongoing 

assistance, and regular feedback. Collins and Matthey warned those considering implementing 

tutoring programs to keep the intervention manageable. They argued that if the tutoring program 

was too complex or too large, the resulting administrative problems had a negative impact on the 

effectiveness of the programs and their goals were not achieved. Roe and Vukelik (2001) 

claimed that the tasks assigned to the tutors must be consistent with what they can easily and 

willingly accomplish. Fresko and Chen (1989) have also argued that tutor satisfaction was a 
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major indicator to the success of tutoring programs; satisfaction was strongly related to the extent 

to which tutors felt they had achieved their intervention goals.  

 

The relationship between the tutors and the person conducting the training session has an 

affect on the tutors’ motivation and performance (Roe & Vukelic, 2001). Wasik (1997) 

contended that effective tutoring programs needed to have adequate supervision by specialist 

teachers with adequate feedback and training. Roe and Vukelic (2001) added that volunteer 

programs must have a unified commitment from the school staff as well as the tutor cohort. 

Wasik (1998) noted that the more successful reading tutoring programs used significant levels of 

tutor scaffolding and explicit modelling of comprehension skills to students, and that these 

techniques required ongoing training and supervision.  

 

 When designing tutor programs teachers need to find ways to ensure that tutors are able 

to attend regularly, although Neuman (1995) stated that tutors working in schools have needs 

that also should to be considered. She suggested that making the volunteer tutors feel valued and 

welcomed was important and maintained that the school should provide them with facilities, 

such as a quiet place to work, somewhere to put their things, and access to a kitchen so they can 

have refreshment. She also suggested an evaluation of the tutoring program should aim to meet 

the needs of the tutors as well as the tutees, so that the tutors feel a part of the regular classroom 

program.  Topping (1987) however, cautioned teachers not to see the tutors as doing the teaching 

or work with the students with most problems, but to integrate the tutoring into the total literacy 

program.  
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 The assessment of the tutoring program also needs to be ongoing with adequate feedback 

given to tutors and tutees (Roe & Vukelich, 2001). Roe and Vukelich investigated the role of the 

tutees in the America Reads program; in this study they found a number of inconsistencies in the 

performance of the tutors and argued that effective tutoring programs needed a unified staff that 

embraced a commitment to fulfilling a program’s goals. Added to this, a sense of partnership 

should be well established between teachers and tutors. The concern is that tutors may go their 

own way and while having an enjoyable social time may fail to produce any real performance 

change to the children they are expected to help. Tutors also have a responsibility to know how 

well the tutees are performing and what their learning needs might be. 

 

Tutors monitoring progress and working at the readers’ instruction level 

 In terms of the roles of tutors in literacy, tutors need to monitor readers’ task difficulty by 

assisting students on selecting text materials that are at the students’ appropriate level of 

difficulty (Clay, 1978; 1993; Fountas & Pinnell, 1996; Gunning, 2003; Holdaway, 1980; Miller, 

2003). Tutors need to be able to help tutees locate reading materials that are suited to the 

students’ interest and motivation levels and to enhance their choice of reading material (Guthrie 

& Davis, 2003; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 2000; Worthy et al., 2002). The evidence is that literacy 

tutoring intervention that focuses on a personalised responsive relationship-based approach to 

reading combined with interesting text and student choice of appropriate material facilitates 

reading for readers who have struggled for years and have developed a resistance to reading 

(Cox & Guthrie, 2001; Snow, 2002; Worthy et al., 2002). 
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 Well-trained tutors foster positive student reading self-concepts and help students satisfy 

psychological needs related to motivation, competence and relatedness to others and to the 

reading materials (Guay, Marsh, & Boivin, 2003; Krapp, 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Tutors are 

instrumental in fostering positive thoughts, perceptions and beliefs that promote engaging 

behaviours with print. Tutors are able to provide supportive environments when they share 

student thoughts, beliefs and use of strategies (Cole, 2002; Glynn & McNaughton, 1985; Juel, 

1996; Wasik, 1998b). By receiving informed feedback students develop positive motivational 

beliefs as well as a self-regulating focus (Guthrie et al., 2000; Paris & Winograd, 1990; Schunk, 

2003; Volmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005; Zimmerman, 2000). This gives greater meaning to the 

notion of ‘balanced reading instruction’ as personal beliefs about the value of reading and 

intrinsic motivation are strengthened by fostering students’ interest and choice of text material 

(Bong, 2004; Gaskins, 2003; Pressley, 1998; Wigfield et al., 2004).   

 

 As already discussed in the previous section, the students’ social environment is 

considered to have a significant influence on children’s self-perception formation and that there 

is a link between academic self-perception, motivation, and reading achievement (Borowski, 

Schneider, & Pressley, 1990; Chapman & Tunmer, 1997; Hay, Ashman, & van Krayenoord, 

1997). Following this line of argument, Chapman and Tunmer (1997) conducted a longitudinal 

study of reading achievement, related to reading tutoring and students’ self-perception. They 

concluded that reading tutoring strategies, designed to improve the reading and comprehension 

performance of children experiencing initial and persistent reading difficulties, also improved the 

children’s reading self-concepts and reading self-efficacy. Other studies have also emphasised 

the interpersonal aspects of tutoring programs, involving the interaction of parents and students 
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in home and school partnerships, and their positive effect upon the child’s self-confidence and 

self-efficacy (Barker, 2003; Cairney & Munsie, 1992, 1995; Neuman, 1995; Sonnenschein & 

Scmidt, 2000; Wilson & Moon, 1991). Trained tutors may also help overcome the limitations on 

contact time caused by the high cost of using trained teachers and the amount of teacher time 

required by some students with reading problems (O’Conner & Simic, 2002; Pressley, 1998). 

The classroom instructional time can be delivered to students with reading difficulties by having 

well designed strategy training programs that require a minimal number of sessions per week 

(Topping, 1998; Wasik, 1998a). 

  

 In terms of tutoring strategies, McNaughton’s et al. (1987) Pause, Prompt and Praise has 

been shown to be effective in New Zealand (Glynn & McNaughton, 1987), Australia (Houghton 

& Bain, 1993; Houghton & Glynn, 1993), and in the United Kingdom (Wheldall & Mettem, 

1985; Wheldall, Merett, & Colmar, 1987). The two most important tutoring elements of this 

approach are that reading materials must be at an appropriate level of student difficulty and that 

tutors provide feedback as the children read the text (Colmar & Wheldall, 1996). These 

procedures have also been included in other programs, such as Reading Recovery (Neal & Kelly, 

2002). 

 

 A number of researchers have suggested that parents and teacher aide reading tutors 

could also be trained in many of the Reading Recovery techniques; such techniques have 

application beyond just the Reading Recovery setting (Elbaum et al., 2000; Heron, Welsch, & 

Goddard, 2003). Three aspects of Reading Recovery that stand out as having relevance to the 

design of future comprehensive tutor training programs are: (a) the quality of the training and 
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supervision of tutors, (b) tutors monitoring progress and working at the readers’ instruction level, 

and (c) the emphasis on children receiving feedback and success within a supported one on one 

learning with increased independence over time (Volmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005).  

 

 Students involved in tutoring programs also need to attain a sense of achievement in 

their reading and an understanding of why they were successful (Vollmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005).  

This causal attribution is considered to be central to the development of effective tutoring 

programs and a primary component of the learning/thinking process of reading (Ames & Ames, 

1984; Vaughn et al., 2000). Children with negative self-concepts often attribute their reading 

success to luck rather than effort (Covington, 1984; Quandt, & Selznick, 1984). Hay (1991, 

1995a) posited that performance feedback is important because it influences academic effort and 

academic performance, which in turn influences academic self-concept. Tutor’s praise can also 

contribute to the student’s feelings of acceptance, enhance academic performance, and encourage 

positive academic self-perceptions (Covington, 1984; Pekrum et al., 2002). Certainly, 

interventions that focus on academic skills and feedback within a co-operative setting are 

associated with higher outcomes in terms of academic self-concept development (Krapp, 2005; 

Vaughn et al., 2000). Feedback is more effective when linked to students’ use of effort and when 

the students can understand the steps in the task they are learning to master (Bandura, 1993). 

 

 Hattie (1992) maintained that effective feedback adds to the student’s sense of 

security but also encourages the student to take risks and attempt new tasks. Overall, the aim of 

tutor feedback is to guide the student’s learning and reduce the need and amount of feedback, as 

the student becomes more capable, confident, and in control. When providing corrective 
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feedback it is also important to focus on the student’s strengths rather than just his/her 

weaknesses or errors in performance (Roehler & Duffy, 1984; Smith, 1978). The claim is that 

negative or unrealistic tutor expectancies and poor use of feedback can be harmful to the 

student’s academic and social development (Wigfield, 2000). Well-trained tutors are particularly 

effective at enhancing students’ sense of self-efficacy and confidence (Quandt & Selznick, 1984) 

and they also encourage students to: solve problems; participate; use specific and general reading 

strategies; develop independence; and build metacognitive awareness (Neale & Kelly, 2002; 

Vollmeyer & Rheinberg, 2005; Wasik & Slavin, 1993). When students encounter reading 

difficulties tutors may facilitate the reading process by giving feedback by: (a) identifying the 

inadequate use of reading strategies, (b) relating failure to insufficient effort, and (c) reinforcing 

the notion the reader has sufficient ability to do the task (Chapman & Tunmer, 2003).  

 

 When designing reading tutoring programs one of the most important elements to try to 

enhance is the students’ use of their metacognitive skills, particularly their ability to understand 

when and how to use relevant repair strategies (Alfassi, 1998; Duffy, 1996; Kinnunen & Vauras, 

1995; Wang, 2004). The more students understand and take ownership of a strategy, the more 

likely they are to retain and automatically successfully employ that strategy in the future (Bjork 

& Jacobs, 1985; Palinscar & Brown, 1987).  

Summary 

 Children identified with reading comprehension difficulties after Year 4 are not a 

homogenous group and their reading problems are complex. There are a multiplicity of factors 

contributing to students’ reading delays and inefficient reading comprehension strategies, which 
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become compounded over time due to the development of students’ poor reading self-concepts 

and motivation. Comprehension is an interactive process and interventions require dialogical 

interactions between the reader and the instructor. The research has demonstrated that 

interventions using trained tutors can have positive effects on students’ reading performance.  

 

 In terms of strategies, it is argued that effective visual mental imagery generation is 

pivotal and has the potential to raise students’ level of enjoyment and engagement with the 

reading material and increase students’ working memory efficiency. When tutors provide 

feedback on students’ reading strategy performance, it can assist less able readers in knowing 

how and when to apply the strategies and develop their self-regulatory and self-efficacy reading 

behaviours. The learning environment for students with reading problems should provide 

positive language and vocabulary experiences within a framework of problem solving. 

Consequently, tutors should be able to enhance students’ engagement with text, use of strategies, 

and motivation by fostering the students’ reading competency, autonomy, and reading self-

concept and reading self-efficacy.  
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CHAPTER 3 
 

RATIONALE 
 
 The purpose of this next chapter is to define the research question and procedures based 

on the previous literature review. 

 

Although Durkin (1978) identified a lack of comprehension instruction in regular 

classrooms some 20 years ago, the indications are that there is still little happening, other than a 

great deal of comprehension testing in classrooms (Duke, 2004; Pressley, 2002; Snow, 2002). 

Duke and Pearson (2002) argued that regular classroom teachers frequently lacked the skills and 

procedures to assist students who have comprehension difficulties and that there is a necessity to 

design and evaluate programs that aim to enhance teachers’ and students’ knowledge in this area. 

They also stated that researchers have to focus on refining and prioritising comprehension 

strategies, already identified in the academic literature, so that teachers can better access those 

strategies. The aim of this research is to directly address this requirement and design an 

intervention that is based on best practice, but still ‘user friendly’ for classroom teacher 

implementation.  

 

While the following quote by Duke and Pearson summarises their position, it also 

summarises the rationale for this research, for researchers need to develop and evaluate 

comprehension interventions that bring effective comprehension instruction into the classroom. 

 

We desperately need to understand why many teachers do not focus directly on 

comprehension strategies and routines, and we need to learn more about how to 
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help teachers provide good comprehension instruction. Without finding better 

ways of bringing effective comprehension instruction to classrooms, continued 

research refining particular comprehension instruction techniques will provide 

little or no real value (Duke & Pearson, 2002, p. 20). 

 

 The relevant question then is: What combination of strategies constitutes effective 

comprehension instruction? It cannot be the case of just collecting a random array of unrelated 

reading and comprehension strategies and saying “there is the intervention.” The desire is to 

develop a model of reading comprehension and develop procedures that will test that model. 

Pressley (2000b) articulated this requirement when he stated: 

 

There is a great need to know just how much of an impact on reading 

achievement can be made by instruction, rich in all the individual components 

that increase comprehension. Of course the hope is that there will be much 

benefit; the fear is that such instruction might be so overwhelmingly complex. If 

all the components are simply thrown into the mix, instruction will be confusing 

and ineffective. With some experience in attempting to mix the components, how 

to create more effective blends might become more apparent so that meaningfully 

articulated and effective teaching occurs. There is much interesting work ahead 

before comprehension instruction is understood fully (Pressley, 2000b, p. 9).  

 

 Pressley’s (2000b) concerns challenge designers of reading comprehension programs by 

directly asking the question, what is the most effective blend of the multi-component strategies 

that facilitate students’ comprehension? Pressley’s important quote also articulates that 

researchers investigating comprehension do not, as yet, know which strategies should blend 

together, and if they do, if they will make a difference to students’ achievement and to teachers’ 

instructional practice. Pressley’s desire to know which is the most effective blend is also calling 
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for greater documentation and evaluations of interventions. Pressley is not the only researcher 

calling for better documentation and intervention procedures - for Elkins (2002) also raised these 

concerns when reviewing Australian interventions for students with reading problems. 

 

 It is the belief of this research that students’ reading strategies have to be multi-staged 

and change over time. For too long comprehension activities in Australian classrooms have 

concentrated on how it is assessed, using a range of questions, retelling and cloze activities with 

little interest or knowledge on how it can be taught or enhanced in a systematic and meaningful 

way (Westwood, 2003).  

 

 What is original in this planned research is the meaningful design of an intervention 

package that applies visual mental imagery as a core component and develops a training 

procedure that aims to systematically inform teachers, teacher aides and parent volunteers on 

how to teach students’ comprehension skills using contemporary procedures. The core 

components of this research are: (a) the outline of a reading comprehension framework, (b) the 

design of a package based on this framework, and (c) the evaluation of this package.  

 

Framework of reading comprehension 

When considering what should be included in a framework of reading intervention to 

facilitate students’ comprehension, the National Reading Panel Report (2000) emphasised that 

teaching a combination of techniques needs to be a priority. Others have argued for a 
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multifaceted approach utilising dialogue between a tutor and student (Overett & Donald, 1998; 

Pressley, 1998; Sorrell, 1996). 

Outline of the core elements 

There is a requirement for intervention programs to extend the scope of previous 

intervention strategies by utilising a multi-stage approach with flexible multi-level sets of 

practices. Snow (2002) also argued for this multi-stage approach when she stated: 

 

Much research related to reading comprehension has focused on specific factors 

(e.g. vocabulary knowledge) without specifying that the effect of that factor 

reflects a relationship among reader, text, and activity or that the factor may 

change from pre-reading to reading to post-reading (Snow, 2002, p. 13). 

 

Brown (1980), Guthrie and Davis (2003), Luke and Freebody (2002), and Snow (2004) 

have highlighted the need for an integration of: (a) the reader, (b) the text, and (c) 

reading/comprehension strategies, and it is argued that these have to be interpreted within the 

student’s context  (see Figure 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1. The three core elements of student comprehension 

The text and the reader 

The linguistic complexity of the text creates difficulties for readers where there is a 

mismatch between the ability of the reader and the readability of the text (Pearson & Johnson, 

1972). The complexity of the text given to the student can be controlled by measuring the 

readability of the text. Readability formulas have been developed to better match books to the 

individual skill level of the reader. Most formulas assess word and sentencing complexity by 

assessing the length of sentences and words. In this research study the Fry readability formula 

(Fry, 2004) was used to grade the complexity and the linguistic structure of the text used with the 

students in the intervention (See Appendix a and B for more detail).  Gunning (2003) claimed 

that teacher judgment could also be used effectively, in association with checklists, to 

Text The 
Reader 

Strategies 
used 
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supplement readability formulas to consider other relevant text features, such as the size, font 

type, and the number of words per page (see Appendix A for the checklist). Teacher judgment 

can also be useful in considering semantic relatedness of the texts such as the relevance of 

characters and events to readers’ background experiences (Harris & Pressley, 1991; Zhang & 

Hoosain, 2001). 

Strategies 

The literature has identified eight critical specific instructional strategies that need to be 

considered when designing a comprehension program. The strategies or elements are: (1) graphic 

organisers (Snow, 2002; Pearson & Raphael, 1990), (2) verbalisation and questioning (Dole et 

al., 1996; Horner & Shwery, 2002; Pressley, 2002), (3) elaboration of inferences (Chi et al., 

1994; Dole et al., 1991; Pressley et al., 1992; Yuill & OakHill, 1991), (4) prediction (Drose & 

Allen, 1994; Duke & Pearson, 2002; Gambrell & Jawitz, 1993; Sadoski, & Quast, 1990), (5) 

summarisation (Pressley, 2002), (6) evaluation of character perspectives (Clay, 1972), (7) co-

operative learning (Arthur, 2001; van Kraayenoord, 2004), and (8) visual mental imagery (Block, 

2004; Snow, 2002; Vellutino, 2003; Yuill, Oakhill, & Parkin,1989). 

 

 Visual mental imagery has been largely neglected in reading instruction (Gunning, 2002) 

but has been cited as being one of the most effective reading comprehension enhancing strategies 

(Block, 2004; Pressley, 2002b). One of the core aims in this research is to more effectively link 

student’s verbal processing with student’s visual memory, a process that is significantly under 

utilised as a classroom procedure (Block, 2004; Kosslyn, 1995). The expectation is that this 

procedure will enhance students’ encoding, storage and retrieval of information from long-term 
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memory (Gambrell & Jawitz, 1993; Long et al., 1989). It is also hoped that this will enhance 

students’ reasoning and problem solving during reading (Block, 2004; Long et al., 1989). 

 

Design of the study 

 In the following section three research design issues will be discussed. The first refers to 

the design of the Comprehension of the Narrative intervention program, the second refers to the 

selection of appropriate instruments to evaluate the program, and the third refers to the target 

research questions that are to be investigated in this research study. 

 

Design of the Comprehension of the Narrative intervention program 

Students’ reading comprehension strategies change depending on the purpose of the 

reading and the difficulty of the text (Schunk, 2004; Snow, 2002). Furthermore, researchers have 

argued that comprehension programs should be multi-leveled reflecting the range and depth of 

comprehension tasks associated with text that progress from factual recall to higher order and 

abstract thinking (Guthrie, 1996; Wang & Guthrie, 2004). 

 

In terms of the development of a multi-level intervention program, students are likely to 

become more successful in reading if they understand reading as a meaning-making, constructive 

process influenced by their own input (Goodman, 1996; Guthrie & Davis, 2003; Walker, 2004). 

In addition, the interventions need to develop students’ reading competency, confidence, self-

concept, self-efficacy, motivation, and autonomy (Quandt & Selznick, 1984; Snow, 2002; 
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Thorsten & Carlson, 1972).  In building autonomy there needs to be a strong cognitive and 

metacognitive focus that encourages students to use self-monitoring and self-correcting reading 

strategies (Graham & Harris, 2000; Guthrie, 2003; Hay, 1995; Schunk, 2004; Snow, 2002), with 

visual imagery a potentially important innovation that needs to be incorporated into 

comprehension interventions and evaluated (Block, 2004; Pavio, 1991; Pressley, 2002b; 

Whitehead, 2002). 

 

In response to the above mentioned challenges the Comprehension of the Narrative 

reading comprehension intervention framework has been designed based on a multiple-strategy 

approach that takes into consideration ‘before reading’, ‘during reading’ and ‘after reading’ 

strategies (Gersten, 2001; Pressley, 2002a). The scope and sequence of the intervention program 

is summarised in Table 3.1 and the unique features of the program that pertain to facilitating 

students’ use of visualisation and use of concrete teaching aids, such as cue cards and story 

planning memory boards will be discussed in the following section.  More information about the 

intervention is provided in the DVD that goes with this thesis.  
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Table 3.1 
Comprehension of the Narrative intervention program lesson sequence and procedures 

Stage Lessons Intervention Procedures and Strategies 

1 1-4 
Introduce the ‘before reading’ visual imagery strategies and cue 

card Scan Infer Predict (SIP) 

Introduce the ‘during reading’ visual imagery strategies and cue 

card Revise, Infer, Predict (RIP) 

2 5-8 
Introduce the ‘after reading’ visual imagery strategies and cue card 

Summarise, Evaluate and Extent (SEE). Consolidate the strategies 

and focus on self-regulation 

3 9-12 
Introduce the story plan memory board (a graphic post-organiser 

recall cue) with coloured tokens  

Further develop the SIP, RIP and SEE procedures and enhance oral 

story summary and retelling. 

4 13-16 
Introduce the cue card icons for ‘looking forward’ in text, ‘looking 

into text’ and ‘looking back’ over text (e.g. binoculars, magnifying 

glass and rear vision mirror) with the story plan memory board to 

further develop the SIP, RIP and SEE procedures and enhance oral 

and visual mental imagery story summary and retelling. 

5 17-20 
Phase out the story plan memory board and the icons and encourage 

students to visualise story content like a movie rather than at the 

beginning middle and end of the story. 

 

Before reading of the text strategies  

 The first, or ‘before reading’ phase, involves the three basic steps of; ‘Scan, Infer and 

Predict’, (Visual cue SIP) (Figure 3.2). Cues include illustrations, layout, diagrams, and first 

paragraph. Before reading the full text the student is required to form a visual mental image of 
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the setting of the story. The tutee is required to elaborate verbally by making inferences based on 

story information drawing from the reader’s his/her own experience and world knowledge. When 

this has been completed the tutee will be more able to make predictions using his/her partially 

formed situation model of the story content. 

 

Figure 3.2. Cue card strategies for before reading 

 

During reading of the text strategies  

The second cue card focuses on ‘during the reading’ and involves the three basic steps of 

‘Revise, Infer and Predict’ (visual cue RIP) (Figure 3.3) – student predictions can be reviewed 

Phase 1- Before reading (Verbal cues) 
 
  Scan - visualise: 
    title 
    picture 
    1st pragraph 
    relate to own experiences 
 
 
  Infer - ask yourself about information in: 
    title 
    picture 
    1st pragraph 
 
  
  Predict - predict the main idea of the story 

 
 
   

 

 
    
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(Mnemonic cues) 

S 

P 

I 
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and revised in the light of subsequent text information. The tutee is required to form a visual 

mental image of the present situation in the story. Inferences can then be enhanced using focused 

tutor and tutee dialogue. Further predictions can be formed and then adjusted as the reading 

proceeds and new story information is added. 

 

Figure 3.3. Cue card strategies for during reading. 

 
 During the reading of the story the student should confirm, correct, and/or modify 

predictions at the word level of decoding and basic recall of information level comprehension. 

The tutor should assist by following the ‘Assisting Reading Chart’ (see Comprehension of the 

Phase 2- During reading (Verbal cues) 
 
   

Revise - revise the scene at this stage of the 
story   story 

    relate to own experiences 
 

 
 

Infer - ask questions about what has been  
visualised 
evaluate the story – compare 
and contrast experiences 
express feelings about 
character perspectives and 
events 

 
  Predict - predict what will happen next 

 
 
 
   

 
    
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Mnemonic cues) 

R 

P 

I 
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Narrative tutoring program –volume 2 CD) using the ‘pause, prompt, and praise’ method 

(McNaughton et al., 1987). The tutor would be expected to give appropriate and specific 

feedback on student’s performance, when necessary (Ernsbarger, 2002; Hidi & Harackiewicz, 

2000). 

After reading of the text strategies  

The ‘after reading’ strategies are ‘Summarising’, ‘Evaluating’ and ‘Extending’, Figure 

3.4 for cue card.  As soon as the tutee has been able to form a visual mental image of the 

resolution of the story, he/she will be required to develop a summary and a retelling of the text. 

The reader’s evaluation of the text and the story is a higher order inference skill that focuses on 

analysing character perspectives and story events. Extending is the third ‘after reading’ strategy 

and it is designed to encourage the reader to make predictions based on the reader’s 

understanding of the characters and the context in the story and to predict future scenarios 

associated with the events described. 
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 Figure 3.4. Cue card strategies for after reading 

 

Story plan memory board cue 

To facilitate the progression to higher order comprehension levels, the story plan memory 

board (Figure 3.5) is introduced after the ‘before, during, and after’ strategies have been 

established.  The story plan memory board is a graphic post organiser memory cue used to assist 

the reader in the retelling and recalling of story events (see CD - volume 2, also see DVD for 

video demonstration). The tutees are taught during this set of lessons (9-12) to begin using 

coloured plastic tokens to focus on recalling information associated with the orientation, 

complication, and resolution structure of the narrative.  

Phase 3 - After reading (Verbal cues) 
 
  Summarise – visualise the scene at this 

stage    stage of the story 
   relate to own experiences 

    retell the story (use ‘Story Plan  
Board’ with tokens/icons) 

 
Evaluate - ask questions about what has 

been   been visualised. 
evaluate the story – compare and 
contrast experiences 
express feelings about character 
perspectives and events 

 
  Extend - predict what would happen next 

if     if the story were to continue 
   

 
    
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

(Mnemonic cues) 

S 

E 

E 
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Figure 3.5. Story plan memory board with tokens. 

 
In next stage  (lessons 13-16) the cue card icons are introduced for ‘looking forward’ in 

text, ‘looking into text’ and ‘looking back’ over text (e.g. binoculars, magnifying glass and rear 

vision mirror) with the story plan memory board to further develop the SIP, RIP and SEE 

procedures and enhance oral and visual mental imagery story summary and retelling (Figure 

3.6).  
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Figure 3.6. Story plan memory board with cue card icons. 

 
During the final stage (lessons 17-20) the use of the story memory board is phased out 

and the tutees are then encouraged to visualise continuously, like a movie, rather than visualising 

static visual mental images. It is expected by this stage that the students have control over their 

use of the before, during and after reading strategies, and the visual cues are now less utilised 

and are withdrawn.  

 

In the intervention program outlined above the students are actively encouraged to 

progressively gain more control of their own use of the reading strategies with the tutors 

gradually reducing their expert advice and support role as the readers become more skilled and 
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confident (Dole, Brown, & Trathen, 1996; Duffy et al., 1987; Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Paris & 

Oka, 1986).  This interaction between the tutee and the tutor is illustrated in Figure 3.7. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.7. The transfer of responsibility from the tutor to the tutee framework. 

 

Other strategies incorporated into the intervention 

 
Other instructional competencies that involved training the tutors and that were 

incorporated into the program were: (a) modelling suitable strategies (Guthrie & Davis, 2003; 

Worthy et al., 2002); (b) using ‘think-aloud’ procedures (Gersten et al., 2001; Horner & Shwery, 

2002; Pressley, 2002d); (c) using WH questions, such as when and where; (d) encouraging 

students’ persistence with reading; and (e) giving appropriate process feedback to increase 

students’ understanding of and control over the reading process (Ernsbarger, 2002; Hidi & 

Harackiewicz, 2000).  
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Instruments to evaluate comprehension 

As stated at the start of this chapter, Pressley (2002) has called for better evaluation 

models of comprehension intervention programs. Schunk (2004) has also asked this same 

question and from his review of literature he has identified four critical evaluation factors. 

Effective research evaluation involves the use of: (1) valid and reliable measures of reading 

comprehension, (2) a large sampling of students over a long period of time, (3) data analysis 

based on quantitative and qualitative methodologies, and (4) ongoing progress after the 

completion of the program. 

 

Paris and Oka (1986) have concluded that most existing standardised comprehension 

tests are inappropriate to assess the possible comprehension benefits of teaching students to use 

multiple reading strategies. Paris and Oka have argued that pupils, who have learned to use a 

wide range of comprehension strategies, would be unable to use the strategies on many 

standardised reading comprehension texts. Paris and Oka also maintained that the unfamiliar 

content of the texts and the length of test paragraphs was a concern particularly if paragraphs 

used were separate and disconnected passages.  

 

In reviewing comprehension assessment instruments the Tests of Reading 

Comprehension TORCH (Mossenson, Hill, & Masters, 1987), has been praised for being an 

effective and valid instrument (Burgon, 1988). This assessment instrument has overcome the 

problems noted by Paris & Oka (1986).  The TORCH tests are untimed and contain longer 

reading passages, and are more consistent with the types of narratives that students would 

encounter in the classroom. Burgon (1988) found that student scores from the Tests of Reading 



 116 

Comprehension, TORCH had a good correlation with students’ scores on the Progressive 

Achievement Tests in Reading (PAT) (ACER, 1986) and with teacher ratings of students’ reading 

and comprehension ability. The TORCH has also demonstrated good co-validity with a range of 

reading and schooling measures, with Hay, Asherman, and van Kraayenoord (1997) and Hay 

(1994) reporting that the test had correlations of r = 0.63 with teacher ratings of the students’ oral 

reading, r = 0.65 with students’ spelling test results, r = 0.75 for teacher ratings of student 

reading effort, and r = 0.52 with students own perception of their reading skills. 

 

The TORCH also has good co-validity with tests such as GAPADOL Reading 

Comprehension (McLeod & Anderson, 1986). Westwood (2003) noted that although the TORCH 

is a well-regarded test of reading comprehension in Australian schools, the Neale Analysis of 

Reading (Neale, 1988) is also commonly used by regular teachers and special education teachers 

to assess and identify students with reading and comprehension difficulties. Cooney (2001) and 

Cooney and Hay (2004a) have reported good correlations (r = 0.6) between students’ scores on 

the TORCH and the same students’ scores for the Neale Analysis of Reading Ability’s oral 

reading. Spooner, Baddeley, and Gathercole (2004) suggested that the comprehension 

component of the Neale Analysis of Reading Ability was less reliable than the reading accuracy 

measure. Although the researchers maintained that reading comprehension and word accuracy 

were strongly intertwined and could not be easily separated. They suggested that a more reliable 

measure of reading ability would be to use the Neale Analysis of Reading Ability accuracy scores 

in conjunction with a separate test for reading comprehension such as the TORCH.  
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Several reviews of the literature have also suggested that teachers are accurate judges of 

student attributes (Hodge, 1983; Hodge & Colardarci, 1989; Hodge & Cudmore, 1986; Quay & 

Steele, 1998). For example, Gresham et al. (1987) reported high correlations between teacher 

judgements of students’ reading and students’ tested reading scores. In a more recent study, 

Heccht and Greenfield (2001) have also attested to a high level of accuracy of teacher rating 

compared with reading-related test performance for children considered to be at a high risk of 

developing reading failure.  

 

Given the links between reading self-concept, reading self-efficacy, and reading 

achievement (Borowski et al., 1990; Chapman & Tunmer, 1997) it is also assumed that students’ 

enhancement in reading comprehension achievement would be matched by some improvement 

in the students’ self-reported measures of reading self-concept and reading self-efficacy. 

 

Design of the research study 

In terms of research design, McCardle and Chhabra (2004) and Schunk (2004) have 

argued that it is difficult to identify the effectiveness and the effect size of an intervention if no 

control group is considered and if no pre-intervention base line data or post intervention results 

are available. Thus, both of these issues will be addressed in the design of this research study.  
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Research questions 

In response to calls for more effective student intervention programs in the domain of 

reading comprehension and for those programs to be documented, and systematically evaluated, 

this research aims to investigate the general question. 

 

Will students, identified with comprehension difficulties and who participate in the 

intervention program called the Comprehension of the Narrative make significant improvements 

in reading achievement and attitudes to reading, compared to their peers who do not participate 

in the program? 

 

Specifically this study aims to investigate the following 8 research questions: 

• Do students who undertake a twenty-week intervention program improve their reading 

performance on the standardised reading tests, Test of Reading Comprehension, 

TORCH (Mossenson, Hill, & Masters, 1987) and the Neale Analysis of Reading 

Ability (1988)? 

• Do the students who participated on the intervention program improve in their ability to 

read books, which are graded at higher readability levels? 

• Do the students who participated on the intervention program improve in their attitude to 

reading as measured by their teachers’ rating on a reading attitude survey? 

• Do the students who participated on the intervention program improve in their reading 

self-concept as measured on a self-rating survey? 

• Do the students who participated on the intervention program improve in their reading 

self-efficacy as measured on a self-rating survey? 
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• Do the students who participated on the intervention program improve in their reading 

comprehension as measured on a self-rating survey? 

• Are the improvements in reading performance reflected in the number of positive and 

negative comments on the tutors’ anecdotal records? 

• Do the Comprehension of the Narrative tutors improve in their knowledge of reading 

processing in comparison to untrained parent helpers? 
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CHAPTER 4 

 
 

METHOD 
 

Participants 

The 72 participants in the study had a mean age of 10 years 3 months at the 

commencement of the program (male 38 and female 34). All participants were of Caucasian 

decent with no Aboriginal or Torres Straight Islanders represented at the school. Participants 

were drawn from Year 5, Year 6, and Year 7 classes in a metropolitan independent coeducational 

primary/secondary school of over 1200 students on the Gold Coast in Queensland, Australia. The 

school was composed of a primary school (Years/Grades 1 to 7) and a secondary school 

(Years/Grades 8-12) both located on the one campus, with approximately 680 children attending 

the primary school. Each Year level had approximately 4 classes per grade, with an average class 

size of 26 students. All students (both intervention and control group students) involved in this 

research study were taught in regular classrooms by qualified teachers who followed the 

approved Queensland Department of Education curriculum documents.  

 

Permission for the children to participate was given by their parents and the school 

authority (see Appendix C). The school’s population was predominantly from middle to lower 

socio-economic backgrounds. The middle school students selected for the study were screened 
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using the Australian standardised Test of Reading Comprehension, TORCH (Mossenson, Hill, & 

Masters, 1987), teacher made class comprehension tests, and the class teachers’ ranking of 

students’ oral reading.  Because of the requirement to develop a cohort of students for the study 

and the limitation of trained volunteers, groups of around 12 students were involved in the 

intervention at any one time. This caused the data collection to occur over a three-year period. 

Older students were selected first for the intervention and those showing the greatest need. Only 

students with no known intellectual disability were selected, because students with an intellectual 

disability received an alternative education program from the special education service. 

  

Students were allocated to either the intervention or the control group by ballot and those 

in the control group were placed on a waiting list for intervention. The 36 students from the 

experimental and the 36 students from the control group were compared over the same time 

period of 20 weeks on the results of their TORCH scores.  

    

The intervention group consisted of 36 students, 19 males and 17 females. All students 

were preforming well below their class average, as reported by their teachers, and had on 

average at least a 12-month delay in reading as noted by the TORCH test results. No child had a 

TORCH score above a mid year 4 level of reading, approximately 9 years 6 months year age, 

with the majority of the students initially coming from Years 5, 6 and 7 of the school. 

Tutors 

The volunteer tutors were recruited from parents within the school via school newsletter 

and interview with the researcher. Tutors were selected if they were able to make a commitment 

for the 6 months of the program. This involved 1 day per week working with children in a one-
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to-one situation in the learning support room. Tutors were not allowed to tutor their own children 

and were given instructions on issues of confidentiality within the school context. All tutors were 

female, mainly in the age range of 30-40 years. All tutors were of Caucasian decent with no 

Aboriginal or Torres Straight Islanders represented in the tutor cohort. The volunteer tutors were 

required to attend the 5 training sessions and be available for the 20 weeks of the program. Ten 

volunteers completed the tutoring component of the Comprehension of the Narrative Tutoring 

Program (see CD volume 2 for the complete program materials).  

Instruments 

Tests of Reading Comprehension, TORCH (Mossenson, Hill, & Masters, 1987) is a series 

of un-timed reading passages for students in Years 3 to 10 and contains 14 passages (either a 

short story or a descriptive article) of about one page in length (Appendix D). Students are 

presented with a single passage of text together with a retelling of the passage in different words 

in the form of a cloze activity that contains gaps corresponding to details in the original text. In 

the present study, two narrative passages were used. One narrative passage was appropriate for 

the Year 5 students, while the other passage was suitable for the Year 6 and 7 students. The 

authors reported a test/retest reliability coefficient of 0.91 to 0.93 for the different TORCH 

passages. From the students’ raw scores, a comparative TORCH scaled scores can be obtained.  

  

Neale Analysis of Reading, 3rd Ed. (Neale, 1999) is a measure of reading accuracy, 

reading rate and reading comprehension. The test is composed of a battery of short narratives 

with graded readability levels (Appendix E). A student is required to read a series of stories and 

orally answer eight comprehension questions for each passage. This continues until the student 
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reaches the passage in which 16 errors are made. The examiner times the readings and conducts 

a written record of what the student reads, including miscues. Scoring is based on the number of 

miscues made and the time taken for each passage.  

 

The results are interpreted as standardised scores, which are related to a reading age score 

for reading accuracy. The manual reported a test/retest reliability coefficient 0.89 for reading 

rate, 0.98 for reading accuracy and 0.94 for reading comprehension for the Form 1/Form 2 

passages. From the students’ raw scores, age norms are obtained from the tables supplied with 

the tests.  

Book levels 

Across the program 550 short story books were purchased. Each book was selected 

because of the high interest and low readability of the text to the target readers. All books 

contained some level of illustration and were graded for difficulty using the Fry Readability 

formula and colour coded (Appendix A). Gunning (2003) maintained that using more than one 

method can minimise compatibility issues related to reader and text. To facilitate better accuracy 

in the matching of books to children, the Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program 

required four processes: (a) using a standardised reading test, (b) grouping books according to 

the degree of reading difficulty, (c) using a checklist to match what is known about the reader, 

and (d) measuring the percentage of known words in a text. This resulted in nine levels of text 

difficulty (also see Appendix B for book selection table), each level contained approximately 60 

books. The first level (blue) had a text readability age of six years while the most difficult text 

(silver star) had a readability age of eleven years to twelve years (see book level data, Appendix 

B). To further ensure that the students were reading at the optimum reading level, a chart and 
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checklist was devised for tutors to monitor that the students were reading text with a word 

accuracy of between 90% to 95% words per passage (Appendix A).   

Class teacher survey 

The class teachers who regularly taught the students who participated in the tutoring program, 

were administered a teacher survey to investigate the students’ attitude to reading and their reading 

performance. The survey contained two Likert scale questions: (1) Students’ attitude to reading; and 

(2) Is the student a good reader? The Likert rating scale ranged from poor to very good (Appendix H). 

A test-retest was conducted after ten days to check the reliability of the survey instruments producing 

a test-retest correlation of 0.93. 

Teacher response information  

The class teachers who regularly taught the students who participated in the tutoring 

program, were required to make a comment about each student’s progress underneath the teacher 

survey to further investigate the students’ attitude to reading and their reading performance 

(Appendix G). 

 

Student rating survey 

Students in the study were administered a reading survey to investigate reading self-

concept, reading self-efficacy, and their overall rating of comprehension. The student survey 

used a 5-point Likert scale ranging from disappointing to very pleased (Appendix H). The 

reading self-concept questions were: a) ‘I enjoy reading’; b) ‘I am a good reader’; c) ‘I like 
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reading’.  These same questions have been used by Chapman and Boersma (1992) and Marsh 

(1988) to measure students’ reading self-concept. 

 

The reading self-efficacy questions were: a) ‘I solve difficulties when I read’; b) ‘I persist 

with reading’; c) ‘willingness to read non-fiction’; and d) ‘willingness to read fiction’.  These 

questions were based on the reading self-efficacy work of Schunk and Zimmerman (1997) and 

are similar to academic self-efficacy questions developed by Bandura (1997).  

 

The final question asked the students to self-rate themselves on the task of 

comprehension of text; the question was ‘I understand what I read’ (Appendix H). 

 

 A test-retest was conducted with a random selection of six students after ten days to 

check the reliability of the above survey instruments producing a test-retest correlation of 0.91. 

 

Tutor comments 

A form was developed to ascertain the number of positive and negative comments that 

tutors made when evaluating the tutee progress on the anecdotal diary (see Appendix I). The 

form, called ‘Diary’ had the student’s details and lesson aims and objectives and an allocated 

space to write the date and anecdotal comments for each lesson. The tutors were asked to write 

anecdotal notes on the tutee’s behaviour and performance during each session in the space 

provided. Positive comments related to the tutee gaining a new skill, improvement in an existing 

skill, or a positive attitude change. Negative comments related to a lack of progress in gaining a 

new skill, a negative behaviour or attitude exhibited during the sessions. The comments were 
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grouped into two time periods of ten lessons, so that the first half of the program could be 

compared with the second half of the program. The total number of positive and negative 

comments in the first half of the program was compared with the total number of positive and 

negative comments in the second half of the program. 

Tutor questionnaire 

A reading questionnaire was developed to measure the tutors’ knowledge of reading and this 

was administered to the tutors about 6 weeks into the program and also administered to other 

volunteers working within the school for reading. Twenty multiple-choice questions were 

administered to each group (Appendix F). For example, the following is a typical question. 

‘While assisting a student during reading, if the student comes to a word and cannot continue 

would you: 

(a) tell the student the word, 

(b) ask the student to sound out the word, 

(c) tell the student to ignore the word, or 

(d) ask the student to read on and guess the word.’ 

Process skills 

Although the total reading and self-report scores are planned to be utilised in the analysis, 

each total score will be a composite of students’ reading processing knowledge. For example, the 

reading self-report data contains questions related to students’ use of strategies and effort. 

Furthermore, the reading test scores on the TORCH measures comprehension using a process 

approach, with increases in children’s reading scores reflecting an improvement in the students’ 

ability to handle a hierarchical set of comprehension skills (Mossenson et al., 1987). 
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Procedures 

All children in Year 5, 6, and 7 were administered the TORCH reading test. Children who 

scored in the lowest 15% of the school were considered. Teacher rating data and Neale reading 

data, and book level data were then collected on the group, until a cohort of children with 

reading delays was identified. An application for research ethical clearance was applied for and 

granted by the relevant school and university authority (Appendix C).  

 

Thus, before the commencement of the program, the TORCH comprehension scores, the 

Neale Analysis of Reading accuracy scores, and the children’s book level reading scores were 

obtained for both the experimental and the control groups. These tests were readministered to 

both groups at the end of the six months intervention period. In addition, the students’ reading 

survey and the teachers’ reading surveys were administered at the start and completion of the 

intervention, and a second post-test survey was administered six months later. 

 

The students in the control group maintained their regular teacher based classroom 

program. The intervention students were allocated one tutor and there was an average of four 

tutors working with tutees at any one time. Each tutor worked individually with two to three 

tutees per week. There were approximately 12 students on the program per year. Lessons were 

staggered throughout the week to fit in with student availability and classroom timetabling. The 

students in the intervention group participated in one 30 minute individualised tutoring session 

per week until they had completed 20 Comprehension of the Narrative lessons (see included 
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DVD, Volume 2 for an example of a lesson). Illustrations of the tutoring program are displayed 

in Figures 4.1 to 4.3.  

 

 

Figure 4.1. Student reading with tutor (permission given). 

 

 

Figure 4.2. Student and tutor using the graphic post-organiser with icons for retelling 
(permission given). 
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Figure 4.3. Tutor asking a student questions following a story retelling (permission given). 

 

Tutors were trained using the Comprehension of the Narrative Tutoring Program lesson 

plans and materials. The training was conducted over five one-hour sessions. Tutors were taught 

visualising and verbalising strategies, metacognition, and higher order thinking skills, 

motivation, goal setting, and explicit reading strategy instruction.  
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Figure 4.4. Showing the tutors doing a review using a concept map as an interviewing tool 
(permission given). 

The tutors participating in the program were also assessed for their effectiveness in 

relation to their knowledge base on tutoring procedures. The tutors were given a questionnaire 

(20 questions) to fill out at the end of the program (see Appendix F). Other parent helpers, from 

other departments of the school, but not involved with the program were also given the same 

questionnaire, as a control group. 

 

The tutors maintained anecdotal diary entries during each of the 20 sessions with their 

tutees.  Comments were collected on the students’ reading behaviour and attitudes. 
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CHAPTER 5 
 

RESULTS 
 

Standardised reading tests 

  The pre-intervention reading achievement test scores demonstrated that there was no 

significant difference between the intervention and the control group for reading comprehension 

(TORCH), and reading accuracy age (Neale Reading test) scores. Post intervention achievement 

scores, however, demonstrated that there was now a significant difference between the two 

groups with the intervention group achieving significantly higher achievement scores (see Table 

5.1).  

 

Table 5.1  
Comparison Between Intervention and Control Groups by Reading Achievement Scores 
(Groups: 1= Intervention N= 36; 2 = Control N= 36) 
 

ANOVA Reading 
Achievement Scores 
  

Time of 
Test Group 

 

Mean 

 

Std. 
Deviation 

 
F (1,71) Sig. 

1 31.16 10.87  
pre 

2 27.55 11.36 

 
1.89 

 

 
.173 

 
1 45.11 11.73 

 
 
TORCH  
Reading  

post 
2 32.72 12.41 

 
18.94 

 

 
.000 

 

1 92.52 16.27  
pre 

2 88.38 16.55 

 
1.14 

 

 
.288 

 

1 131.52 25.21 

 
Neale 
Reading age  
Test   

post 
2 102.05 26.29 

 
23.55 

 

 
.000 
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For TORCH reading the control group had a medium Cohen’s d effect size of 0.43 

(Cohen, 1988). In contrast, the intervention group showed a large Cohen’s effect size of 1.23, 

which is approximately three times the effect size of the control group. Similarly, the control 

group had a medium effect size of 0.62 for the Neale Reading Age Test. The intervention group 

showed a large Cohen’s d effect size of 1.84. Once again, this was approximately three times the 

effect size of the control group (see Table 5.2). 

Table 5.2  
Comparison Between Intervention and Control Groups by Reading Achievement Test Scores for 
Cohen’s d Effect Size  

Cohen’s d   
Reading Achievement Scores 
pre intervention to post intervention 

Intervention Group 
 

Control Group 
 

 
TORCH Reading 
 

 
1.23 

(large effect size)  
 

 
0.43 

(medium effect size)  
 
 

 
Neale Reading Age Test 
 

1.84 
(large effect size)  

 

0.62 
(medium effect size)  

 
 

 
 

Illustration of retelling improvement  

To illustrate the improvement in students’ comprehension performance (as shown in 

Table 5.1) it is relevant to look at the change in the students’ ability to handle the task of 

retelling, which was part of the summarising aspect of the program.  
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The first retelling is based on the book A Real City Kid. 

There was a boy called Mark and Stephen and they became friends when they were 

little. And Stephen and his sister, Jane and his mum and dad had to go in the country 

on a farm. 

 

By the end of the intervention the same students’ retellings were longer, included more 

story detail, and used more elaborate descriptions including adjectives and adverbs. For example, 

the retelling towards the end of the program is based on the book The Thirteenth Floor. 

 

The two children were trying to get to floor thirteen again and they got there and they 

heard a strange humming sound and they walked slowly toward it. The elevator door 

closed tightly on them and they couldn’t get out. The elevator was dark inside and 

the children were feeling frightened because they could hear the strange sounds 

getting louder and closer to them.  

Book level reading 

 In terms of textbook level or reading text age level of difficulty at the beginning of the 

intervention there was no significant difference between the students in the control group and 

those of the intervention group. However, post intervention data on students’ book level reading 

showed a significant difference between the two groups, with the intervention group 

demonstrating substantial progress after participating in the reading comprehension program (see 

Table 5.3, also see Appendix A for a summary of the book levels and Appendix B for book 

levels). 
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Table 5.3  
Comparison by Book Level (1-9) (Groups: 1= Intervention N= 36; 2 = Control N= 36) 

ANOVA  

Reading level 
  

 
Time 

of 
Test 

 
Group 

 

Mean 
Book 
Level 

Reading 
Text Age 
Level 

 
Std. 

Deviation 
 

F (1,71) Sig. 

1 4.91 8.0 2.97  
pre 

2 3.31 7.2 2.57 

 
6.05 

 

 
.016 

 
1 8.61 10.6 1.07 

 
 
   Book level  

 
post 

2 5.69 8.3 2.59 

 
38.81 

 
.000 

 
 

The intervention group showed a large Cohen’s d effect size of 1.65 for ‘book 

level’. The control group also had a large effect size of 0.92 but the intervention effect size, 

in comparison, was approximately double (see Table 5.4).   

 
Table 5.4 
Comparison by Book Level (1-9) using Cohen’s d Effect Size  

Cohen’s d   
Reading books 

pre intervention to post intervention 
Intervention Group 

 
Control Group 

 
 
Book level 
 
 

 
1.65  

(large effect size)  
 

 
0.92 

(medium/large  
effect size)  

 
 

Illustration of improvement  

To illustrate this improvement in book level reading a comparison of two samples of text 

is provided below.  The average readability level at the start of the intervention program was 

approximately 7 years and 6 months, for example a passage from Adrian Goes Out There is 

presented below. 
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I hopped into a canoe with Phil. Marko and Aysha got into the other one. We’re off! 

Jock helps us set out. “Stroke! Stroke! Stroke!” he yells. “You’ve got to beat that 

river!” Adrian Swift does not want to beat the river. Man, I’m a surfer. I’m into 

nature. I want to make friends with the river. 

 

By the end of the program the average student on the intervention program was now 

reading books at an approximate text readability level of 10 years. An example of the type of text 

encountered was taken from Grandma Winkle, Captain Midnight and Black Jack and is shown 

below. 

 

One day in the school holidays, Miranda was sitting in the lounge-room with her 

mother and father. Miranda was bored, but she was sitting nice and quietly, fiddling 

with a lovely pink bow in her hair. If only something would happen, she thought. Just 

then, a sort of something did. A loud engine noise, like a motorbike roaring along, 

tearing up the bitumen in a tire-burning turn, and screaming to a stop - just outside 

their house. 

 

Class teacher survey  

The class teacher survey data for students’ attitude to reading and performance of reading 

showed that there was no significant difference in reading attitudes or performance between the 

intervention group, compared to the control group, at the start of the intervention. At the end of 

the intervention, however, teachers rated the students in the tutoring program higher. This 

difference between groups was maintained and can be seen in the later follow up of the students’ 

attitude to reading conducted after a post-intervention period of 6 months (see Table 5.5).  
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Table 5.5  
Comparison for Teacher Survey Questions (Groups: 1= Intervention N= 36; 2 = Control N=36)  

ANOVA Teacher Survey 

Question 

 

 

Time of 

Test 

Groups 

 

Mean 

 

Std. Dev. 

 F (1,71) 
               

Sig. 

1 18.47 6.05  
 Pre 

2 17.22 5.21 

 
0.880 

 
.385 

1 36.91 5.13  

  Post-1 
2 19.44 6.75 

 
152.78 

 
.000 

1 41.33 5.01 

 

 

 

  Student’s attitude to 

    to reading 

  

Post-2 
2 21.61 8.29 

 
149.12 

 
.000 

1 1.75 .80 
   Pre 

2 1.58 .76 
0.80 .373 

1 3.63 .72  
Post-1 

2 1.88 .85 

 
87.97 

 

 
.000 

 
1 4.00 .71 

 

 

 

Is the student a  

good reader?  

 Post-2 2 2.16 1.08 

 
71.78 

 

 
.000 

 
 
 

The intervention group showed a large Cohen’s d effect size of 3.29 for ‘student’s attitude to 

reading’. The control group also had a medium effect size of 0.67 but the intervention effect size, in 

comparison, was much greater. For ‘Is the student a good reader?’ the intervention group, once again, 

showed a large Cohen’s d effect size of 2.47. In contrast, the control group showed a small to medium 

effect size of 0.37 (see Table 5.6).   
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Table 5.6 
Comparison for Teacher Survey Questions using Cohen’s d Effect Size for Pre and Post 1 Scores 

Cohen’s d  Teacher Survey Question 
pre intervention to post intervention Intervention Group 

 
Control Group 

 

Student’s attitude toward reading 
3.29 

(large effect size) 
0.67  

(medium effect size) 

Is the student a good reader?  

 

2.47 
(large effect size) 

0.37 
(small effect size) 

 

Teacher response information 

Teacher interview data also reported a consistent theme, that the Comprehension of the 

Narrative tutoring program was successful. In particular teachers reported favourable comments 

from the parents and the students themselves and noted ongoing progress of the students, long 

after the completion of the program. A parent had reported to a teacher:  

My daughter has gained self-confidence and improved in several areas of her 

schoolwork over the two years since completing the program. 

 

A second teacher, whose daughter took part in the program, wrote: 

Thanks to this program I now have to ask my daughter to put her reading book away 

and go to sleep whereas before she was very reluctant to read at all. I’m thrilled with 

the way she now interacts with books. We can hear giggles and comments from the 

bedroom while she’s reading.   
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A third teacher wrote: 

After completing a comprehension test with John (not his real name) I was thrilled at 

the new levels of achievement he had made. His analysis of the text was much more 

detailed and thorough and his accuracy levels very pleasing. John has also become 

much more confident in his approach to language tasks and seems to enjoy learning 

much more also. John’s parents are very pleased with the progress John has made in 

such a short time. I would highly recommend the support and skills to which the 

comprehension program has offered John. It has enabled him to display greater 

confidence to school and home studies. 

 

The teacher had taught John in the lower primary while he had been receiving speech 

therapy and had taught him again in year six. John was elected school captain the following year.  

Student ratings 

Student reading self-concept 

  Investigating the students’ self-rating on the three self-concept questions, the pre 

intervention data collection scores revealed no significant difference, but over time there was a 

difference. The data at the end of the intervention demonstrated a significant difference, 

supporting the notion that the intervention had been successful. After six months (post-2 scores) 

the results further showed a significant difference between the intervention and the control 

groups, demonstrating continued progress and success of the program relating to students’ 

reading self-concept (see Table 5.7.). 



 139 

 

Table 5.7 
Comparison by Reading Self-concept Questions (Groups: 1= Intervention N= 36; 2 = Control 
N= 36) 

ANOVA  
Reading Self-concept Questions 

 
Time 

of 
Test 

Group 
 

Mean 
 

Std. 
Deviation 

 
F (1,71) Sig. 

1 1.80 .78 
pre 

2 1.63 .63 

 
0.97 

 

 
.327 

 

1 3.80 .78  
post-1 

2 2.02 .84 

 
85.43 

 

 
.000 

 

1 4.13 .72 

 
 

 
        I enjoy reading 

 
 

 
post-2 

2 2.22 .92 

 
95.38 

 

 
.000 

 

1 1.86 .89  
pre 

2 1.47 .55 

 
4.85 

 

 
.031 

 

1 3.77 .83  
post-1 

2 1.80 .74 

 
111.73 

 

 
.000 

 

1 4.19 .78 

 
 
 
 
         I am a good reader 

 
 

 
post-2 

2 1.97 .81 

 
139.47 

 

 
.000 

 

1 1.97 .84  
pre 

2 1.55 .69 

 
5.22 

 

 
.025 

 

1 3.66 .75  
post-1 

2 1.97 .84 

 
80.44 

 

 
.000 

 

1 4.25 .64 

 
 
 
 
         I like reading 

 
  

post-2 
2 2.16 .94 

 
119.53 

 

 
.000 

 
 

The intervention group showed large Cohen’s d effect sizes of between 2.12 and 2.56 for 

reading self-concept questions. The control group had medium effect sizes of between 0.51 and 0.53, 

however, the intervention effect sizes were much greater (see Table 5.8).  



 140 

Table 5.8 
Comparison for Reading Self-concept Questions by Cohen’s d Effect Size for Pre and Post 1 
Scores 

Cohen’s d Reading Self-concept Questions 
pre intervention to post intervention 
 

Intervention Group Control Group 

I enjoy reading 2.56 
(large effect size) 

0.53 
(medium effect size) 

 

I am a good reader 2.22 
(large effect size) 

0.51 
(medium effect size) 

 

I like reading 2.12 
(large effect size) 

0.55 
(medium effect size) 

 
 

Students’ reading self-efficacy 

Investigating the student’s self-rating on the reading self-efficacy questions, the pre 

intervention data collection scores revealed no significant difference, but over time there was a 

difference. The data at the end of the intervention demonstrated that the difference was 

significant, supporting the notion that the intervention had been successful. After six months 

(post-2 scores) the results further showed a significant difference between the intervention and 

control groups, demonstrating continued progress and success of the program relating to self-

efficacy (see Table 5.9).    
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Table 5.9 
Comparison by Reader Self-efficacy Questions (Groups: 1= Intervention N= 36; 2 = Control N= 
36) 

ANOVA Self-efficacy Questions 

  

 
Time of 

Test Group Mean 
Std. 

Deviat F (1,71) Sig. 

1 1.41 .50  
pre 
 2 1.58 .64 

 
1.48 

 

 
.226 

 

1 3.58 .55  
post-1 
 2 1.75 .69 

 
154.00 

 

 
.000 

 

1 4.08 .55 

 
 
      
 I solve difficulties when I read  
 
 

 
post-2 

2 2.05 .82 

 
149.57 

 

 
.000 

 

1 1.50 .56  
pre 

2 1.55 .65 

 
.15 

 

 
.700 

 

1 3.50 .56  
post-1 

2 1.88 .85 

 
89.46 

 

 
.000 

 

1 4.05 .58 

 
  
 
 
I persist with reading  
  
  

post-2 
2 2.13 1.07 

 
88.68 

 

 
.000 

 

1 2.41 .55  
pre 

 2 2.08 .73 

 
4.74 

 

 
.033 

 

 1 3.44 .55  
post-1 

2 2.22 .76 

 
60.50 

 

 
.000 

 

1 3.69 .46 

 
  
 
 
Willingness to read non-fiction  
  
  

post-2 
2 2.41 .96 

 
50.93 

 

 
.000 

 

1 1.97 .87  
pre 

2 2.08 .73 

 
.340 

 

 
.562 

 

1 3.55 .65  
post-2 

2 1.88 .78 

 
96.03 

 

 
.000 

 

1 4.19 .57 

 
 
 
 
Willingness to read fiction  
  
  

post-3 
2 2.08 .93 

 
132.47 

 

 
.000 
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The intervention group showed large Cohen’s d effect sizes from 1.87 to 4.13 for self-

efficacy questions. The control group also had low to medium effect sizes from 0.67 to 0.44. The 

intervention effect sizes, in comparison, were much greater (see Table 5.10). 

   

Table 5.10 
Comparison by Reader Self-efficacy Questions using Cohen’s d Effect Size for Pre and Post 1 
Scores 

Cohen’s d Self-efficacy Questions 
pre intervention to post intervention 
 

Intervention Group Control Group 

I solve difficulties when I read 4.13 
(large effect size) 

 

0.26 
(small effect size) 

I persist with reading  3.57 
(large effect size) 

0.44 
(medium effect size) 

 

Willingness to read non-fiction  1.87 
(large effect size) 

0.19 
(small effect size) 

 

Willingness to read fiction 2.06 
(large effect size) 

0.26 
(small effect size) 

 

Students’ comprehension ratings 

For the students’ ratings of their comprehension ability there was no significant 

difference at the pre intervention between control and intervention groups, however, by the end 

of the intervention a significant difference was demonstrated. Students in the program rated 

themselves higher in comprehension of text. Furthermore, the data collected after six months 

also showed a significant difference, demonstrating that the students believed that they were 

making good progress in their comprehension of read text. Table 5.11 shows the results for the 

students’ rating of comprehension. 
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Table 5.11  
Comparison by comprehension question (Groups: 1= Intervention N= 36; 2 = Control N=36)  

ANOVA  

          Comprehension question 

 
Time of 

Test Group 
 

Mean 
  

Std. 
Deviation 

  
F (1,71) Sig. 

1 1.88 .70  
pre 

2 1.55 .60 

 
4.59 

 

 
.035 

 

1 3.86 .63  
post-1 

2 1.94 .75 

 
135.36 

 

 
.000 

 

1 4.30 .62 

 
 
 
 

I understand what I read 
 
 
 

 
post-2 

2 2.08 .84 

 
162.08 

 

 
.000 

 
 
 

The intervention group showed a large Cohen’s d effect size of 2.97 for ‘I understand what I 

read’. The control group also had a medium effect size of 0.57 but the intervention effect size, in 

comparison, was considerably greater (see Table 5.12).   

 
Table 5.12 
Comparison by Comprehension using Cohen’s d Effect Size for Pre and Post 1 Scores 

Cohen’s d 
Comprehension question 

pre intervention to post intervention 
Intervention Group Control Group 

I understand what I read 2.97 
(large effect size) 

0.57 
(medium effect size) 

 
 

Tutors’ comments 

The tutors maintained an anecdotal diary of positive and negative comments associated 

with the students’ progress while on the program. These comments were examined for their 

positive or negative attributes. Examples of positive comments were,  “Johnny is now self-

correcting,” and “Johnny seems to be enjoying the story.”  Examples of negative comments were 
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“Johnny does not self-correct while reading,” and “He is still having a problem saying the word 

adventure in his new story.” A comparison was made between the first half of the program (ten 

lessons) and the second half (last ten lessons) in terms of comments. 

 

The number of positive tutor comments stayed stable, with only a small increase from 

964 to 996, an increase of 3.3% (Figure 5.1). Conversely, the total number of negative comments 

(Figure 5.2) decreased from 450 to 396, a decrease of 12% in the second ten sessions.  

 

 

Figure 5.1. Number of positive anecdotal tutor comments by time. 
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Figure 5.2. Number of tutor negative tutor anecdotal comments by time. 

 

Tutors’ knowledge 

When looking at the tutors who participated in the program, compared to untrained 

parents also working in the school, there was a significant difference with knowledge related to 

the use of strategies to assist students in reading comprehension (see Tutor questionnaire 

Appendix F). The mean scores on the questionnaire for the trained group of parent tutors and the 

untrained group of parents were 16.5 and 8.5 respectively (see Table 5.13). 
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Table 5.13  
Tutors’ Comparison by Level of Knowledge About Reading (Groups: 1= Trained Tutors N= 10; 
2 = Untrained Tutors N = 10) 

ANOVA 
Tutors’ Knowledge of Reading  Group 

 
Mean 

 

Std. 
Deviation 

 
F (1,71) Sig. 

1 16.5 1.65 
 

 Test score out of 20 
 2 8.5 1.72 

 
112.94 

 

 
.000 

 
 
 

The reading intervention tutors showed a very large Cohen’s d effect size of 4.74 for 

knowledge of reading. The control group consisting of untrained parents also developed a 

knowledge of the reading process overtime and they obtained a large/medium effect size of 0.92, 

but the intervention effect size, in comparison was much greater (see Table 5.14). 

 
Table 5.14 
Comparison by Level of Tutors’ Knowledge About Reading using Cohen’s d Effect Size 

Cohen’s d Knowledge of Reading 
pre intervention to post intervention Intervention Group Control Group 

Test scores out of 20 4.74 
(very large effect size) 

0.92 
(large/medium effect 

size) 

 

Research questions 

Across a range of reading measures, the finding is that the intervention program 

Comprehension of the Narrative was successful for the students who participated. At the start 

students in the intervention group were compared with those in the control group; there was no 

significant difference on reading measures. However, by the end of the intervention the 
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participants had made significant improvements in reading, and these improvements were 

maintained over time. A summary of the research findings is reported in the Table 5.15. 

 
Table 5.15  
Summary of Research Findings to Research Questions 

Research Question Finding 

Do students who undertake a twenty-week intervention program 

improve their reading performance on the standardised reading 

tests, Test of Reading Comprehension, TORCH (Mossenson, Hill, 

& Masters, 1987) and the Neale Analysis of Reading Ability 

(1988)? 

Yes 

Do the students who participated on the intervention program 

improve in their ability to read books, which are graded at higher 

readability levels? 

Yes 

Do the students who participated on the intervention program 

improve in their attitude to reading as measured by their teachers’ 

rating on a reading attitude survey? 

Yes 

Do the students who participated on the intervention program 

improve in their reading self-concept as measured on a self-rating 

survey? 

Yes 

Do the students who participated on the intervention program 

improve in their reading self-efficacy as measured on a self-rating 

survey? 

Yes 

Do the students who participated on the intervention program 

improve in their reading comprehension as measured on a self-

rating survey? 

Yes 
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Are the improvements in reading performance reflected in the 

number of positive and negative comments on the tutors’ 

anecdotal records? 

Yes 

Do the Comprehension of the Narrative tutors improve in their 

knowledge of reading processing in comparison to untrained 

parent helpers? 

Yes 
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CHAPTER 6 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

This original field based research has demonstrated the importance of trained one-on-one 

tutors in an intervention and the advantage of using strategies that focus on monitoring, 

cooperative learning, graphic organisers, visual mental imagery generation, and use of story 

structure learning. It has been demonstrated that a multi-strategy program incorporating elements 

identified in recent research can have positive reading outcomes for middle school students who 

have been resistant to conventional in-class teacher reading support.  

 

The results of the present study support the findings of the U.S. National Reading Panel 

(2000) research claiming multiple strategy instruction was effective in enhancing students’ 

reading comprehension. The findings are also consistent with previous research showing that 

well-designed tutoring programs using volunteers and other non-professionals can be effective in 

improving students’ reading skills (Cohen et al., 1982; Collins & Matthey, 2001; Hewison & 

Tizard, 1980; Topping, 1980; Wasik, 1998).  

 

Although there have been a number of other multiple strategy reading programs 

developed over time they have tended to be limited in their focus on reading comprehension 

strategies. For example, Reading Recovery (Clay, 1978) and Reciprocal Teaching (Palincsar & 

Brown, 1984) have tended to maintain set procedures but only increased the difficulty of the read 

texts. The present intervention is unique, in that it extends students’ strategy use in logical stages, 
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while also increasing the level and complexity of the texts used. The findings from this research 

demonstrated that a multi-levelled reading program could develop higher order reading 

comprehension skills. This has been an issue in the research literature for some time with 

researchers, such as Duke and Pearson (2002), Pressley (2002a), and Westwood, (2003), arguing 

for more research into enhancing student reading comprehension. 

Continuing student success 

 

The data from the study demonstrated that reading gains were achieved by all students in 

both the intervention and control groups. The critical issue, however, is that students in the 

intervention group made significantly greater ongoing improvements in terms of their reading 

achievement, reading attitudes and reading behaviours, that were not matched by individuals in 

the control group. The comparison between intervention and control groups by teacher and 

student survey questions also reported strong continuing progress 6 months after the intervention 

program had finished. This supports Pressley’s (2002b) research, that a multiple comprehension 

strategy intervention program promotes students’ attitudes towards reading and performance in 

reading. 

 

 
 

Similar to the research findings of Sadoski et al. (1988) and Romeo (2002), this study has 

demonstrated the effectiveness of tutoring and tutor training to enhance student’s reading and 

comprehension. This original research validates and supports the use of four strategic elements, 

which includes: (1) the use of visual and verbal comprehension strategies, (2) controlled levels of 

text and task difficulty, (3) metacognitive strategy instruction, and (4) comprehension modelling 
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using a multiple strategy and multi-level format. It also validates the notion that students with 

reading difficulties responded to a structured intervention program (Cunningham & Stanovich, 

1997; Pressley, 2002e). 

 

The reality is that all interventions require resources, maintenance, effort, and persistence 

to be sustained over the short and long term (Lerner, 2003; Pressley, 1998). One advantage of the 

Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program is that support and resource material have 

been developed to sustain and facilitate the implementation of the program. The construction of 

the resource package has been designed to be methodical and ‘user friendly’. In the development 

stage of the program there was systematic feedback from tutors, which enabled the program to be 

designed so that the scope and sequence was logical to an inexperienced user of the intervention. 

When teachers implement the program it is recommended that they work in teams because 

McNaughton et al. (1981) have maintained that teams of teachers working collectively facilitate 

sustainability, creativity, and mutual support and feedback. Clay (1978) has stated that the 

quality of the initial training and ongoing mentoring and support also significantly influences the 

sustainability and quality of the intervention. 

 

In terms of the notion of the cost/benefit analysis of the Comprehension of the Narrative 

tutoring program there are two significant issues to be considered. The first relates to the ongoing 

need of the school to recruit, train and maintain the volunteer tutors. While there is a financial 

benefit in using unpaid volunteers, schools still need to invest effort, resources and time with 

these individuals. The second issue, as stated by Neuman (1995) is that when conducting a 

cost/benefit analysis evaluation of tutoring interventions, the tutoring program should aim to 
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meet the needs of the teachers, the tutors, as well as the tutees, so that all involved feel valued 

and part of a quality school reading program. 

Tutor role and training 

The one-to-one tutoring situation elicited meaningful interactions between tutors and 

students so that reading was enhanced (Cox & Guthrie, 2001). Through dialogue and co-

operative activity with tutors, students were able to perform a range of tasks at a level, which 

could not be accomplished without the help of the adult tutors (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1988).  

 

The nature of the program enabled students to interact with trained tutors while focusing 

on the strategies of visualising, inferring, predicting, and retelling and reviewing. There was also 

a real effort to inform the tutors of the reading comprehension processes. The training program, 

for example, reinforced the notion that reading was an interactive process (Block, 2004; Pressley 

& Afferback, 1995; Strauffer, 1976).  

 

A notable feature of the program was the training of volunteers to enhance meaningful 

and productive tutor and student interactions. This outcome supports the belief, that guided 

social interactions between tutors and students in the intervention became an important aspect 

underlying the success of interventions (Cairney, 2000; Kroll, 1999; Worthy et al., 2002). The 

findings also support the suggestion that students can take control of their reading and be 

involved in monitoring their own comprehension (Glynn & McNaughton, 2002, Zimmerman, 

2000).  
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The improvement in the students’ self-efficacy scores indicates that the tutors frequently 

reassured the students and gave positive feedback. The tutors encouraged the students’ use of 

effort when it was warranted, and were sensitive to the students’ level of confidence. As it can be 

seen in the sample lesson (see included DVD - video demonstrations) they gave appropriate hints 

and drew from their own knowledge of the student and the students’ prior knowledge and 

experiences. Such behaviours support previous research showing that an enhanced level of 

feedback and empathy from significant others improves reading achievement of students with 

reading difficulties (Barker, 2003; Cole, 2002; Dreher, 2000; Merrett & Thorpe, 1996).  

 

Tutors reported that the quality of the discussions with the students was an important 

factor in fostering students’ positive motivation and interest towards the text and the reading 

activity. Tutors stated that as they got to know the students better, they began to develop an 

understanding of each student’s capacity to comprehend the shared reading material and select 

books that were interesting and content relevant. For example, over time tutors were able to 

predict what a student would enjoy and what features of the text the student may find a 

challenge, such as specific words or expressions, so they prepared ahead of time. As the students 

and tutors became more familiar with each other, a type of friendship developed that was 

characterised with enjoyment of the text. This study gives strong support to the findings of 

others, that connectedness between tutor and tutee is an important determinate in a student’s 

motivation and reading engagement (Dipardo & Schnack, 2004; Gambrell, Mazzoni, & Almasi, 

2000; Ickes, 1993; Klein & Hodges, 2001).  
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The maintenance of the positive tutor anecdotal comments during the intervention may 

have reflected the training of the tutors and the focus on maintaining students’ motivation, while 

the reduction in negative comments may reflect the reduction in errors the students made during 

the program. The results possibly reflected the ability of the tutors to adjust their expectations as 

the students’ reading skills improved. The tutors also worked with the students in helping the 

student set personal reading goals, which may have assisted the students in the intervention to 

maintain their motivation (Wyer & Radvansky, 1999). During the intervention the students 

received appropriate feedback on their performance and on their achievement of goals, which is 

associated with more positive self-evaluations and higher reading self-concept (Chapman & 

Tunmer, 2003). Thus, the findings of the present study would seem to agree with other 

researchers who have demonstrated that such feedback enables students to monitor and regulate 

their own learning (Boekaerts, 1997; Schunk & Rice, 1992). 

Strategies 

The findings in this study further advance the research of Pressley (2002b) who 

suggested that modelling, guided practice, and text visualisation strategies enhance students’ 

reading comprehension, attitude to reading, and involvement with reading and also advance the 

research of Gersten et al. (2001) who suggested that interventions need to be systematically 

developed and documented because less able readers often retrieve and process text information 

in a random way resulting in poor recall of main ideas of the content they have read.   

 

The Comprehension of the Narrative strategies also enhanced students’ comprehension of 

text by incorporating two types of processes: (1) text processing and (2) text reorganisation 
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(Gambrell et al., 1987). In addition, the students were able to verbalise information they were 

processing from the text (Armbruster, Anderson, & Ostertag, 1987). Verbally articulated text 

summaries were utilised as a core strategy in the program to develop students’ understanding of 

the text and the vocabulary and to interact with the text information in a structured way. This is 

also consistent with research that has shown that there is a strong link between vocabulary and 

reading comprehension (Anderson & Freebody, 1981; De Lemos, 2004; Gambrell, 2004; Gersten 

et al., 2001; National Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley, 2002a; Snow, 2002; Spencer & Hay, 1998).  

 

Tutors working with the Comprehension of the Narrative program encouraged the 

children to use their extended vocabulary knowledge to link the ideas contained in the text to 

their own background experience. During the intervention, the students responded positively to 

the tutor led discussions and the tutors reported that students’ retellings of the text became more 

elaborate and more meaningful over time. Tutors commented that during the program the 

students increased in their ability to locate the main idea and to make verbal summaries of 

passages read, two very important skills associated with effective text comprehension (Trabasso, 

1981; Snow & Sweet, 2003).   

Text selection strategies  

It has been reported that teacher ratings are typically accurate judgments of student levels 

of performance (Gresham & MacMillan, 1997; Hecht & Greenfield, 2001; Quay & Steele, 

1998).  In this study, such judgments were reinforced by standardised reading tests so that 

student-reading performance could be matched to the readability of the text materials used in the 

intervention. The use of a variety of reading assessment procedures is a feature of this research 

and is strongly argued by Duke and Pearson (2002) and Gillet and Temple (1994). Tutors were 
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also educated in the use of monitoring strategies that enabled them to review and guide student 

progress in reading.  Monitoring a student’s reading and using this information to design an 

individualised reading program is fundamental to the effective teaching of reading (Clay, 1992; 

Coccamise & Snyder, 2005). 

 

The tutors using the Comprehension of the Narrative intervention program were able to 

enhance the students’ ability to focus and attend to the important text information. They were 

also able to activate appropriate students’ background knowledge using the visual cue cards ‘SIP, 

RIP, and SEE’ and their procedures in the program. While students were reading, tutors were 

able to check and assist students’ oral reading by attending to accuracy and modelling 

appropriate reading comprehension strategies as required, strategies that are recommended by 

Sadoski (1999), Pearson et al. (1992) and Pressley (2002e). 

 

The students in the intervention program learnt and applied reading comprehension 

strategies, with support, by accessing appropriate texts that provided a balance between 

assistance and challenge. Reading materials were pitched at an instructional reading level for 

each student by assessing the percentage of student’s known vocabulary (Clay, 1993; Neal & 

Kelly, 2002; Vaughn et al., 2000; Worthy et al., 2002). This lowered the student’s cognitive load 

while reading, and helped free up student’s memory for comprehension processing (Rog & 

Burton, 2001; Worthy et al., 2002; Yeung, 1999). This strategy was thought to have helped 

develop students’ confidence with the books at the same time. A number of other reading 

theorists have used similar matching strategies effectively (Clay, 1991; O’Connor, Bell, Harty, 

Larkin, Sackor, & Zigmond, 2002; Rog & Burton, 2002).  



 157 

Modelling of questions  

There is evidence from the results to suggest that the modelling of the how, when, and 

where questions by tutors helped develop students’ inferential reasoning skills by linking prior 

knowledge with new text information. This has also been shown by Alfassi (2004) and Gersten 

et al. (2001).  In the intervention program the ‘why’ questions were designed to access 

information, not generally stated in the text. Readers were subsequently required to use their 

background knowledge to develop inferences and to use their higher order reasoning skills to 

better understand the text. It would appear that the ‘how’, ‘when’, and ‘where’ questions linked 

text information with prior knowledge by going beyond the surface features of the text (Pressley, 

2002a). It is thought that this process provides a deeper understanding of the narrative, by having 

the readers think critically and to recall implicit inferential links to context and background 

information previously encoded in long-term memory (Deshler & Schumaker, 1993; Pardo, 

2004).  

Metacognition 

The Comprehension of the Narrative program was designed so that tutors actively 

transferred the locus of control to the students by teaching the students to systematically apply 

reading strategies and to reflect and monitor their own reading performance. Other researchers 

have also reported positive learning outcomes for students when students are encouraged to gain 

control over their own reading processes (Kinnunan & Vauras, 1995; Le Fevreet al., 2003; 

McNaughton el al., 1987; Merrett & Thorpe, 1966).  
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Readers’ independence in the use of reading comprehension strategies was supported in 

the intervention program by the utilisation of three steps: (1) tutor modelling, (2) guided practice, 

and (3) supported independent practice. It was also suggested that the positive social relatedness 

encouraged in the program also enhanced children’s motivation, self-confidence, and increased 

their desire to engage in reading (Guthrie & Wigfield, 1997; Worthy et al., 2002).  

Self-efficacy and independence 

 A factor associated with the effectiveness of the reading comprehension intervention 

program could have been the enhancement of the students’ level of reading self-efficacy 

(Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992). Chapman and Tunmer (1997) have claimed 

that reading self-efficacy improves reading motivation and reading achievement. Recent 

cognitive theorists and researchers have emphasised the interrelationship between self-efficacy 

and the development of students’ metacognition, self-regulation skills, and academic competency 

(Cox & Guthrie, 2001; Zimmerman, 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001). By helping the student 

choose which books they were interested in, and encouraging the students to consider which 

strategies worked for them, the students were encouraged to become autonomous readers (Le 

Fevre et al., 2003; Worthy et al., 2002; Zimmerman, 2000).  

 

The students on the Comprehension of the Narrative program were also taught to develop 

greater independence in comprehension by developing their ability to ask themselves different 

strategic questions before, during, and after reading. The use of before, during and after reading 

questions by readers has been shown to be an effective approach in the research by Glazer 

(1994), Pressley (1998), and Villaume and Brabham (2002).  
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There is strong evidence in the present study to support the claim that reader self-

questioning promotes the transformation of information by encouraging the generation of 

explanatory answers to self-asked questions (Alfassi, 2004; Pressley et al., 1992). The use of 

self-questioning is associated with greater risk-taking behaviour when students with reading 

difficulties read text (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2001).  

Visualisation 

 

The use of the cue cards and visual icons helped students to remember the reading 

strategies and text information, which lends support to the research that students’ reading 

comprehension is enhanced by the use of both visual and verbal reading comprehension 

strategies (Gambrell et al., 1987; Gambrell & Jawitz, 1993; Reutzel et al., 2002; Sodoski et al., 

2000). Furthermore, the results support the findings of Wallace, Ware, and Dansereau (1998) 

that the use of colour, shape and proximity enhances the organisation of information in students’ 

memory.  The indications are that as the students were able to use their own visual mental 

imagery of the text they were more able to personalise and share their experiences of the text 

with tutors (Bluestein, 2002; Gambrell et al., 1987; McCallum & Moore, 1999). This focusing of 

discussion on the visual mental imagery formed during the reading process was also reported as 

a key learning and motivational strategy by Klein and Hodges (2001), who contended that 

imagery is linked to student’s reading engagement and affective enjoyment and responses.  

 

Because the tutoring utilised orthographic and phonological instructions to enhance 

students’ working memory, the results support the claim that comprehension is promoted 

through construction of elaborated mental models of visual text information (Romeo, 2002). 
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Given the positive results for students in the intervention group, it is thought that those students 

were able to better utilise memory encoding, storage and retrieval mechanisms in working 

memory. Such findings are compatible with the research of Jeung, Chandler, and Sweller (1997) 

who maintained that the more cognitive resources involved in the encoding, the better the long-

term retention. The results further advance the research of Sadoski et al. (2000) that the encoding 

and retrieval of information from the reader’s long-term memory are both enhanced when text 

based abstract ideas became more concrete to the reader.  

 

Because the intervention combined imagery with multiple strategies in a tutoring 

intervention program, the present research extends the scope of previous tutoring studies 

(Pressley, 2002b; Sadoski et al., 1991; Sadoski, & Quast, 1990). While visual mental imagery 

has been used in the past (i.e. Gambrell & Jawitz, 1993; Pressley, 1976; Romeo, 2002) this 

research is unique because it used cued imagery cards and a graphic post-organiser with visual 

mental imagery. 

Tutor training  

The claim is that feedback to the tutor on his/her tutoring practice is an important aspect 

of tutor training (Wasik, 1998b). In this study the tutors met regularly with the researcher to 

review any concerns or issues. Such feedback assisted the tutors to maintain a consistent level of 

quality across the program. The results of the reading knowledge questionnaire indicated an 

increased level of knowledge by tutors and this was associated with a greater understanding of 

when, how, and why to use strategies to assist students with reading difficulties. This gives 

support to Glynn and McNaughton’s (2002) finding that presenting tutors with specific and 
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focused information on their tutoring behaviours improves tutors’ effectiveness. In addition, the 

study gives impetus to research that has shown that the quality of training for reading tutors is 

associated with higher levels of improvement of students’ reading achievement (Alfasi, 2004; 

Horner & Shwery, 2002; Neale & Kelly, 2002). 

 

In terms of skilling the tutors there was a focus in using concept maps to enhance their 

understanding of the reading process. These concept maps were revised and expanded on as the 

tutors became more experienced. The concept map is a graphic planning review used to represent 

a semantic network of knowledge (Rye & Rubba, 1998). Tutors’ comments were also recorded 

on a white board and links were made between concepts (see Appendix J). To enhance feedback 

to tutors, with permission they were video taped working with a student with reading difficulties 

and this was reviewed and discussed. At these summary feedback meetings a number of issues 

related to the study were discussed, such as student interest in books, how to maintain students 

on task, what other activities encourage the student to talk about the book they were reading, 

how to access background knowledge and encourage personal choice.  

Implication of findings for research 

One of the major problems associated with previous strategy training interventions has 

been the lack of documentation associated with the programs (Elkins, 2002). This concern is 

addressed in this research with the development of a teacher friendly intervention that clearly and 

systematically identifies the sequence of strategies that can be used to enhance students’ reading 

and reading comprehension. The development and documentation of the Comprehension of the 

Narrative tutoring program is original applied research that can be incorporated into mainstream 
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educational classrooms in Australia and overseas. As other researchers have an opportunity to 

work with and adapt the program more information will be gained on the strength and 

weaknesses of the program with different samples of students. 

 

The current study has some other limitations that could provide direction for future 

research. The present study was partly limited by the localisation of the sample group. Future 

studies could develop similar intervention programs across a wider sample of students in a 

number of schools. Longitudinal studies could also focus on following the progress of students 

after they have finished the intervention program for a longer period of time. This program is 

focused on middle and upper primary school students, but the strategies should have application 

to secondary school settings, particularly for students with reading comprehension problems. 

 

Closer examination of tutors, working with students with comprehension difficulties, may 

yield more information for the development of other effective intervention programs in the 

future. This information could be collected via video camera. Additional research is also 

warranted on using visual mental imagery to enhance students’ reading engagement, including 

affective influences on meaning and memory enhancement.  

 

In this research the focus has been on narrative texts because of the desire to identify age 

related motivating texts for children with a history of reading difficulties. However, the strategies 

identified in this study are not limited to narrative texts. The expectation is that the 

Comprehension of the Narrative strategies could be applied to expository texts and a future 
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direction and extension of this present study would be to apply the Comprehension of the 

Narrative program strategies to other forms of texts. 

 

Other future research projects based on the findings of this study could focus on: (a) 

developing similar programs for small groups, or for whole classes to improve comprehension 

using visual mental imagery and verbal inferencing strategies; (b) exploration of the possible role 

of paraprofessionals in other existing intervention programs, such as Reading Recovery (Clay, 

1978) and Reciprocal Teaching (Palincsar & Brown, 1984); and (c) further research could be 

conducted using verbal and mental imaging processes in other curriculum domains such as 

mathematics. 

Conclusion 

The main aim of this research was the development, documentation, and evaluation of the 

Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program for primary school students with reading 

comprehension difficulties. The intervention was based on three theoretical notions. The first, 

learning is a socially constructed process (Becker & Luthar, 2002; Vygotsky, 1978). The second, 

student’s use of visual imagery connects the reading text to the reader’s own experiences and 

provides a strategy that facilitates recall and comprehension of the text (Eddy & Glass, 1981; 

Kosslyn, 1976; Romeo, 2002).  The third, student’s reading comprehension is an outcome of six 

interactive factors: (1) the historical/cultural context, (2) the social context, (3) the instructional 

context, (4) the task environment context, (5) the text context, and (6) the reader context 

(Pearson & Raphael, 1990).  
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Fidelity of the research findings was enhanced using a range of qualitative and 

quantitative research procedures, such as standardised reading tests, student and teacher 

surveys and interviews, as well as anecdotal records. The results demonstrated that students 

who participated in the tutoring intervention made significant gains in their reading and 

comprehension abilities as well as in their attitudes towards reading, compared to their peers 

in the control group who received no intervention by adult tutors. These intervention-based 

improvements were maintained over time.   

 

This original research documents the effectiveness of four strategic elements that 

collectedly enhanced students’ reading performance by utilizing: (1) visual and verbal 

comprehension strategies, (2) controlled levels of text and task difficulty, (3) systematic 

metacognitive focused instruction procedures, and (4) well trained and mentored tutors.    

 

While the focus on this research has been with students with significant delays in 

reading, the intervention strategies developed, designed, documented, and evaluated for this 

study have an application across a range of educational settings including mainstream 

classrooms in Australia and overseas.  
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Readability and the Comprehension of the Narrative Program. 
 
 

Gary Woolley 
 
 

Matching books to children 

 Those who work with children may develop the ability to match text to student ability 
levels with some degree of success. Others have called for objective methods for judging 
readability (Elley & Croft, 1989). However, reading is a complex task and there is not just 
one simple formula for accurately matching children to suitable books. Due to the complex 
nature of reading and the written text, it is almost impossible to match the readability levels 
of materials exactly with the reading level of students. There are many methods of assessing 
readability of books although some factors, such as interest and background knowledge, are 
beyond objective analysis. Readability formulas can give a rough indication of reader 
compatibility to reading material. However, readability formulas use a limited range of 
factors as indicators, such as number of syllables, number of words and number of sentences 
(as in the case of the Fry Readability formula). However, they do provide a rough guide for 
matching reading material to student ability level, provided the reading age of the student is 
known.  
 
 Gunning (2003) suggested that using more than one method can minimise 
compatability issues related to reader and text. To facilitate better accuracy in the matching 
of books to children, the Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program requires four 
processes: (a) using a standardised reading test, (b) grouping books according to the degree 
of reading difficulty, (c) using a checklist to match what is known about the reader, and (d) 
measuring the percentage of known words in a text. 
 
Using a standardised reading test 

 A standardised test of reading ability, such as the Neale Analysis, tests a number of 
aspects of reading performance: reading accuracy, reading speed and comprehension. It can 
be an indicator of the reading level of a student.  

 
Grouping books according to the degree of reading difficulty 

 Many of the major educational book publishers produce series of books with high 
interest and with low readability levels. Struggling readers often enjoy these books because 
they find that they can read them comfortably without feeling they are reading books written 
for a younger age group. The Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program can more 
effectively assist struggling readers if enough books are provided at the student’s reading 
level. To facilitate this, books are grouped so that students are able to choose according to 
their interests and reading level. The books should be grouped into clearly defined levels. 
Rather than having the readability level marked on the books it is suggested that they should 
be colour coded (Figure 1). 
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 Figure 1. Book grouping levels for the Comprehension of the Narrative tutoring program 
  
 The books are graded according to the Fry Readability formula. The Fry Readability 
formula graph (Fry, 2002, Gunning, 2003) requires the selection of three 100-word text 
samples. The number of sentences in each 100-word sample is counted and noted. The 
number of syllables is also counted and noted. The number of sentences and the number of 
syllables are then averaged across the three samples. To calculate the readability level, the 
average sentence length and the average number of syllables, are plotted on the graph (Boss 
& Vaughn, 2002). A dot is placed on the graph where the average number of syllables 
intersect with the average number of sentences (Figure 2). An approximate estimate of 
readability is then indicated on the graph. 

 

 
 Figure 2. The Fry readability graph 
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  The percentage accuracy is used only as a rough measure to make quick decision about a 
book the student intends to read (Hornsby, 2000). For example a child who has large number 
of miscues may be better than he/she seems because the miscues may have maintained the 
meaning. This is the type of error that good readers make and the score may be misleading. 
However, if there is uncertainty concerning the matching of a book to a particular child it is 
always better to go to an easier level rather than a harder one that may negatively affect the 
the reader’s confidence. 

 
 A child may be able to handle more challenging texts if he/she is familiar with the 
content. Interest and background knowledge are also important elements in the selection of 
suitable texts. Self-selection enables the child to become self-supporting and it gives impetus 
to motivation. Books need to be appropriate to the age of the child and the book should be 
attractive with natural language and a limited amount of unfamiliar words. The topics and 
genre should be within the experience of the child with plenty of contextual and graphic clues 
(Westwood, 2003). 

 
The Readability Data Base (Figure 3) has been compiled so that it provides a quick and 

easy way to level books for use with reading intervention programs such as the 
Comprehension of the Narrative program. It utilises one or more of the above readability 
formulas and adjustments have been made to include other features of print. It may also be 
used as an indicator of low readability and high interest books for middle primary to high 
school students. It involves the consideration of the text, the illustrations, language 
complexity and familiarity. The books are then graded in respect to the demands they place 
upon the reader. 

 
Level Code Series Book Name Author Publisher 
6 Purple* City Kids  Wilson, L. Nelson 
8+ Yellow* Supa Doopers $2 Scratchie (The) Small, M. Longman 
8 yellow Zapper A Great Big Zero Huddlestone Heinemann 
8 Yellow Zapper A Great Big Zero Huddlestone Heinemann 
6 Blue Sparklers A Hairy Question Edwards, H. Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers A Hairy Question Edwards, H. Blake 
6+ Blue* Sprint A Member of the Family Sunshine, M. Scholastic 
6+ Blue* Sparklers A Pony Tale Milgrom, K.. Blake 
6 Blue New Trend 

Fiction 
A Real City Kid Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman 

Cheshire 
6+ Blue* New Trend 

Fiction 
A Real Hero Bird, B. Longman 

Cheshire 
7 Green* Supa Doopers A Waste of Space Condon, B. Longman 
7 Green* Supa Doopers A Waste of Space Condon, B. Longman 
7 Green  A Wombat Named Bosco French, J. Angus and 

Robertson 
8 Yellow Supa Dazzlers Adrian Goes Out There! Metzenthen, D. Longman 
7+ Green* Supa Dazzlers Adrian Over the Top. Metzenthen, D. Longman 
10 Red* Zippers Adventure at Ocean Bay Hooper, H. Rigby 

Heinemann 
 
Figure 3. Readability data tables (see Appendix B for complete table). 
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Using a checklist to match what is known about the reader  

Inferring relations among propositions is crucial to comprehension (Pearson & Johnson, 
1978). In understanding the narrative, one looks for causal relations between actions and 
events. Readers must be able to make causal inferences. For this to happen readers must be 
able to relate their background knowledge to the context or to a set of circumstances in the 
story sequence (Trabasco & Sperry, 1985). For example, there are two things one does when 
one makes an inference: (a) one either finds semantic and/or logical relations between events 
or propositions which are stated or implied within the narrative structure; or (b) alternatively 
one may provide inferences where information is not explicitly stated (Trabasso, 1981). The 
latter places a larger cognitive load on working memory. Therefore, readers must use extra 
memory resources by accessing background knowledge to imply causal relationships not 
explicitly stated. If readers are presented with very complex plots or story lines outside their 
own world experience then an extra cognitive load is placed on the reader. Semantic density 
also adds to the difficulty if the reader has to deal with too many new concepts.  

 
Comprehension involves relating the new to the known but if there is too much unknown 

text information then the assimilation of new material becomes difficult. Syntactic complexity 
and text organisation may also make high demands on cognitive processing. The more clauses 
that sentences incorporate, the harder it is for children to read. However, more complex 
sentences add to the meaning and make it easier to understand. Some high interest books with 
low readability levels make reading comprehension more difficult for the struggling reader 
because meaning is lost due to oversimplification of the sentence structure. Also when texts 
are arranged in unfamiliar formats they are much more difficult for the reader to make 
accurate predictions and reading slows down. Unfamiliar vocabulary can also be very 
demanding on limited short-term memory capacity and comprehension may begin to suffer if 
the demand is too great. Even though these types of books are written for the student with 
reading difficulties, there are some text difficulty issues, which need to be considered when 
choosing suitable books. These are: 

 
1. Subject matter 
2. Plot 
3. Text Organisation 
4. Vocabulary 
5. Semantic Density 
6. Syntactic complexity 
7. Print Density 
8. Font size and familiarity 
9. Punctuation 
10. Graphophonic complexity 

 
Tutors are more able to adjust the match between student and book level as they become 

more familiar with student interests and reading behaviours. Empathic understanding is the 
ability to gauge and predict difficulty levels of students. Just as parents are able to judge the 
suitability of learning situations for their children during formative years, so they are able to 
gauge subjective factors such as motivation and familiarity with vocabulary. When this innate 
ability is coupled with readability formulas and standardised tests, a closer match can be 
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made. The Readability Checklist may also be used as a guide when assessing the suitability of 
the reading material with students (Figure 4). 

 

 
Figure 4. The readability checklist 

 
  

Measuring the percentage of known words in a text.  

Vygotsky's (1962) concept, referred to as the ‘zone of proximal development’, is the area 
between what the child can accomplish without assistance and what can be accomplished with 
expert adult assistance. This is often referred to as the instructional level because it is the 
cognitive region where learning best takes place. The instructional level is where tutor 
‘scaffolding’ most effectively provides support and where guidance can be diminished as 
competence increases.  

 
There are three levels of difficulty to consider when identifying the suitability of written 

materials. The levels of text difficulty are based on the ratio of known words to unknown 
words in a given passage and these are scored as a percentage of words correct.  
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The three levels are: 
1. Independent  level  96% and above - the level at which the student is able to  

function independently 
2. Instructional level  90% to 95% - the level at which the student is able to  
     function with assistance 
3. Frustration level  up to 89% - the level at which the student becomes 
      frustrated. 

 
(Farris et al. 2004; Gunning, 2003; Lerner, 2002). 

 
 

 
 
 

Figure 5. The level of text difficulty checker 
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Summary 
Tutors can be trained to assess the readability of available reading materials using 

instruments such as the Fry Readability Formula (Boss & Vaughn, 1993; Elley & 
Croft, 1989). However to be most effective, readability formulas should be used in 
conjunction with other tools such as checklists and assessment of known reading 
vocabulary (Boss & Vaughn, 1994; Singer & Donlan, 1989). 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Comprehension of the Narrative book readability levels 
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Level Code Series Book Name Author Publisher 
6 Purple* City Kids  Wilson, L. Nelson 

8+ Yellow* Supa 
Doopers 

$2 Scratchie (The) Small, M.  Longman 

8 Yellow Zapper A Great Big Zero Huddlestone Heinemann 
8 Yellow Zapper A Great Big Zero Huddlestone Heinemann 
6 Blue Sparklers A Hairy Question Edwards, H. Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers A Hairy Question Edwards, H. Blake 

6+ Blue* Sprint A Member of the Family Sunshine, M. Scholastic 
6+ Blue* Sparklers A Pony Tale Milgrom, K.. Blake 
6 Blue New Trend 

Fiction 
A Real City Kid Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

6+ Blue* New Trend 
Fiction 

A Real Hero Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

7 Green* Supa 
Doopers 

A Waste of Space Condon, B. Longman 

7 Green* Supa 
Doopers 

A Waste of Space Condon, B. Longman 

7 Green  A Wombat Named Bosco French, J. Angus and 
Robertson 

8 Yellow Supa 
Dazzlers 

Adrian Goes Out There! Metzenthen, D. Longman 

7+ Green* Supa 
Dazzlers 

Adrian Over the Top. Metzenthen, D. Longman 

10 Red* Zippers Adventure at Ocean Bay Hooper, H. Rigby Heinemann 
10+ Red* Zippers  Adventure of Ocean Bay Hooper, H Heinemann 
9+ Red Supa 

Doopers 
Adventures in the Spooky 
Nearly Dark 

Recht, E. Longman 

10+ Silver* Zippers African Animal Crackers Cummings, P. Rigby Heinemann 
6 Blue Sparklers Ali’s Top Secret Diary Dalgleish, S. Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers Ali’s Top Secret Diary Dalgleish, S. Blake 
7 Green Zippers Alien at School McAlister, M. Rigby Heinemann  In Big Trouble Bates, D. Rigby Heinemann 
8 Yellow Spinouts Alien Encounters (Honest 

Harry’s Used Spaceships) 
Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Pryer, M.) 

Longman 

9+ Red Spinouts Alien Invasion Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

7 Green Zapper All the Flavours in the World Rushby, P. Heinemann 
9 Red Zippers Ally and the Bear Inserra, R. Rigby Heinemann 

8+ Yellow* Spinouts Altered states Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

10 Red* Sparklers Ariel Jones, J. Blake 
8 Yellow Young 

Australia 
Arkwright Steele, M. Thomas Nelson 

5 Purple City Kids Art Lessons Wilson, L. Nelson 
6+ Blue* Sprinters Auntie Billies Greatest 

Invention 
Allen, J. Walker 

5 Purple City Kids Baby’s asleep (The) Wilson, L. Nelson 
6+ Blue* The Cul-De-

Sac Kids 
Backyard Bandit Mystery Lewis, B Bethany House 

6+ Blue* The Cul-De-
Sac Kids 

Backyard Bandit Mystery Lewis, B Bethany House 

9 Red Sparklers Bed Bugs Thompson, L. Blake 
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10 Red* Jumbo Jets Bernie Works a Miracle Rosselson, L., 
Sheppard, K. 

Collins 

6+ Blue* Livewire 
Youth 
Fiction 

Best of Both Worlds Howden, I. Holder & 
Stroughton 

8 Yellow Spinouts Beyond the Grave (Night of 
the Unright) 

Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Ivanoff, G.) 

Longman 

10+ Silver* Supa 
Doopers 

Big Chase (The) Graham, W. Longmann 

8+ Yellow* Zippers Big Feet McVeity, J. Rigby Heinemann 
8+ Yellow* Zippers Big Feet Thief  (The) McVeity, J. Heinemann 
8 Yellow Trend 

Fiction 
Big Time (The) Costain, M. Longman  

8 Yellow Supa 
Dazzlers 

Big Wave Day Metzenthen, D. Longman 

5 Purple City Kids Billy Come Inside Wilson, L. Nelson 
6 Blue Sparklers Black Dots Best, E. Blake 

7+ Green* Supa 
Doopers 

Bogeyman  Bates, D. Longman 

9 Red Spinouts Bold and the Brave (The) 
(Tia and the Heart of the 
City) 

Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) (Pryer, M.) 

Longman 

7 Green Skinny Bold Bad Ben Jungman, A.,  
Wilcox, C. 

Collins 

9 Red Trend 
Fiction 

Boogie board Kid (The) Hyde, M. Longman  

7 Green Young 
Australia 

Boy Who Sprouted Antlers 
(The) 

Yoeman, J. Thomas Nelsen 

6 Blue Sparklers Brad the Wonder Boy Bates, D. Blake 
8+ Yellow* Supa 

Doopers 
Brain-In-A-Box Matthews, S. Longman 

6 Blue Sparklers Bubble Buster Horesfield, A. Blake 
7 Green Sparklers Bubble Buster Horsefield, A. Blake 
7 Green Supa 

Doopers 
Bull Harris and the Purple 
Ooze  

Mitchell, J. Longman 

10 Red*  Burnie Works a Miracle Rosselson, L. & 
Sheppard, K. 

Collins 

9 Red Supa 
Doopers 

Can You Keep A Secret Howes, J. Longman 

7+ Green* Supa 
Doopers 

Can You Keep a Secret?  Howes, J. Longman 

8 Yellow Supa 
Dazzlers 

Case of the Howling House 
(The) 

Metzenthen, D. Longman 

9 Red Supa 
Doopers 

Case of the Phantom 
Trickster. (The) 

Costain, M. Longman 

7+ Green* Supa 
Doopers 

Case of the Tattooed Back. 
(The) 

Costain, M. Longman 

7 Green Supa 
Doopers 

Castle Rock Collins, P. Longman 

8 Yellow Orchard Charlie’s new School Harris, C. Orchard 
9 Red Sparklers Chocolate Chuckles Harvey, P. Blake 
6 Blue New Trend 

Fiction 
Cold at Five Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

11 Silver* Supa 
Doopers 

Computer Sleuth Frances, E. Longman 
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9 Red Trend 
Fiction 

Cosmic Cook Piper, M. Longman Cheshire 

9 Red Zippers Crabs for Christmas Inserra, R. Rigby Heinemann 
9+ Red Supa 

Doopers 
Cranky Shanks Brian, J. Longman 

6+ Blue* Spinouts Creepy Crawlies (The 
Serpent’s Tooth) 

Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Whitehead, A.) 

Longman 

10 Red* Supa 
Doopers 

Creepy McFee Fenton, C. Longman 

7 Green* Supa 
Doopers 

Cricketing Kids (The) Caraher, M. Longman 

7 Green Zapper Crocodile Creek MacDonnald, W. Heinemann 
8 Yellow Sprinters Cup Final Kid Waddell, M. Walker 

8+ Yellow* Trend 
Fiction 

Cyberboy Collins, P. Longman  

8 Yellow Zapper Dags Meet the Bad Beasts 
(The) 

Gough, S. Jacaranda 

8+ Yellow* Supa 
Doopers 

Danger Graham,W. Longman 

6+ Blue* Supa 
Doopers 

Daring Dribble Einspruch, A. Longman 

6 Blue Trend Book Dark House (The) Seawell, L. Longman Cheshire 
8+ Yellow* Good Sports Dash! Crash! Splash Turner, B Blake 
5 Purple City Kids Day I Split My Shorts (The) Wilson, L. Nelson 
6 Blue Livewire 

Youth 
Fiction 

Dead Men’s Shoes Howden, I. Holder & 
Stroughton 

9 Red  Dilly’s Muddy Day Bradman, T. Mammoth 
8 Yellow Supa 

Doopers 
Dinkum Dazza’s Stupendous 
Swish 

Einspruch, A. Longman 

8 Yellow Spinouts Distant Shores (Ride the Free 
Wind) 

Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Taylor, K.) 

Longman 

6+ Blue* Crazy Gang Do I Look Funny to You? Matthews, N. Bloomsbury 
6 Blue Sparklers Dog Food Best, E. Blake 
7 Green Sparklers Dog Food Best, E. Blake 
7 Green Zippers Dog Raiders (The) McAlister, M. Rigby Heinemann  In Big Trouble Bates, D. Rigby Heinemann 
9 Red Trend 

Fiction 
Double Trouble. Collins, P. Longman Cheshire 

8+ Yellow* Aussie Bites Down in the Dump with 
Dinsmore 

Mahy, M. Puffin 

8 Yellow Zippers Dragon Stone McVeity Heinemann 
7 Green Spinouts DragonTales Collins, P. & Costain 

(eds.) 
Longman 

9 Red Trend 
Fiction 

Easy Does It Hill, D. Longman Cheshire 

9 Red Trend 
Fiction 

Easy Does It. Hill, D. Longman Cheshire 

7 Green Supa 
Dazzlers 

Eat This! Clark, S. Longman 

9 Red Spinouts Eerie Tales (Mind Scones) Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(McMullen, C.) 

Longman 

7 Green* Sprinters Elena the frog Sheldon, D Walker 
8+ Yellow* Sparklers Ellie and the Magic Beaumont, J. Blake 
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Computer 
5 Purple City Kids Excursion to the Zoo Wilson, L. Nelson 
6 Blue Trend Book Face in the Water Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 
7 Green Supa 

Doopers 
Final Count Down (The) Collins, P. Longman 

5 Purple City Kids First day Back at School Wilson, L. Nelson 
7 Green* Zapper First Flight Macdonald, W. Rigby Heinemann 
9 Red Trend 

Fiction 
First Move. (The) Jones, C. Longman Cheshire 

7+ Green* Supa 
Doopers 

Fish for Sale  Howes, J. Longman 

7 Green* Sprint Flood Seldon, N. Scholastic 
8 Yellow Supa 

Doopers 
Flying High Collins, P Longman 

7+ Green* Supa 
Dazzlers 

Footsteps. Rusby, P. Longman 

7 Green* Aussie Bites Fort Island Metzeuthen, D. Puffin 
7 Green* Zapper Fran’s Fandance Graham, P Rigby Heinemann 

9+ Red Spinouts Freaks of Nature Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

10 Red* Sprinters Free the Whales Rix, J. Walker 
8 Yellow Supa 

Doopers 
Frizz Frnces, E. Longman 

9 Red Supa 
Doopers 

Frog of Betts (The) McVeity, J. Longman 

7 Green The Cul-De-
Sac Kids 

Frog Power Lewis, B Bethany House 

6+ Blue* Sprint Frozen Danger Stine, H. & M. Scholastic 
7+ Green* Supa 

Doopers 
Fudge and the Pet 
Detectives. 

Brian, J. Longman 

6 Blue Sparklers Funny Bone Stitt, C. Blake 
7 Green Solo Gabby’s Fair Klein, R. Omnibus books 

9+ Red Spinouts Gadgets and Gizmos Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

9+ Red Spinouts Ghosts and Ghoulies Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

8+ Yellow* Trendset Gino and Dan Marrone Longman Cheshire 
6 Blue  Best Pets Gita and Goldie Hooper, M. Bloomsbury 

7+ Green* Trend 
Fiction 

Goanna Anna Caraher, K. Longman Cheshire 

9+ Red Supa 
Doopers 

Grandma Winkle, Captain 
Midnight and Black Jack  

Clayton, S. Longman 

6+ Green* Zippers Granny and the Bully Chapman, H. Rigby Heinemann 
8 Yellow Supa 

Doopers 
Great Escape (The) Collins, P. Longman 

6+ Blue* The Cul-De-
Sac Kids 

Great TV Turn-off (The) Lewis, B Bethany House 

8 Yellow Sparklers Green Apricots and Blue 
Jeans 

Saxby, C. Blake 

6 Blue Solo Green Fingers Rodda, E. Scholastic 
7 Green Supa 

Doopers 
Green with Red Spots 
Horrible 

McVeity, J  Longman 

5 Purple City Kids Hatching Chickens at School Wilson, L. Nelson 
6+ Blue* Sprint Haunted House (The) Borisoff, N. Scholastic 

10+ Silver* Spinouts Heroic Feats Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 
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6 Blue New Trend 
Fiction 

Hey, that’s my bike! Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

8+ Yellow* Sprint Hidden Box Mystery (The) Granbeck, M. Scholastic 
9 Red Zippers Holly Christmas Private 

Detective 
McAlister, M. Rigby Heinemann 

7+ Green* Good Sports Home Team Briggs-Pattison, S. Blake 
7 Green Supa 

Doopers 
Homeball. Roberts, M. Longman 

7 Green* Sprint Homesteaders (The) Dixon, P. Scholastic 
8 Yellow Good Sports Horsing Around Hallem, J & J Blake 
7 Green Solo Hot Stuff Clark, M. Omnibus books 

10 Red* Trend 
Fiction 

How I Got A Girlfriend. Hyde, M. Longman Cheshire 

6+ Blue* Supa 
Doopers 

Humongous Hook Einspuch. A. Longman 

5 Purple City Kids I Bought My Lunch Today Wilson, L. Nelson 
6 Purple* City Kids I Live in the Flats Wilson, L. Nelson 
5 Purple City Kids I play Soccer Wilson, L. Nelson 
8 Yellow Trend 

Fiction 
I’ll Be Your Best Friend Caraher, M. Longman  

5 Purple City Kids I’ve Got New Sneakers Wilson, L. Nelson 
9 Red Sparklers Illawarry Cassary Harvey, P. Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers Imagine That! Best, E. Blake 
8 Yellow Supa 

Doopers 
In a Pickle Brian, J. Longman 

7 Green Zippers In Big Trouble Bates, D. Rigby Heinemann 
10 Red*  In Your Dreams Isaac Lefroy, M., 

Spenglewski, G. 
Era Publications 

8 Yellow Spinouts Into the Future (One for 
Prince) 

Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Jones, C.) 

Longman 

8+ Yellow*  Invisible Stanley Brown, J. Mammoth 
10+ Silver* Trend 

Fiction 
It Came From Cannel 5 Schembri, J. Longman Cheshire 

8+ Yellow* Spinouts It Came from the Lab Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

7 Green Zapper It’s in the Attic Taylor, J. Heinemann 
7 Green Sparklers It’s Pay Back Time Weeks, J. Blake 
7 Green Solo Jade McKade Carrol, J. Omnibus books 
8 Yellow Young 

Puffin 
Jelly Baby and other Problem 
Pets 

Jennings, L. Puffin 

10+ Silver * Supa Dupers Joe Cocker Spaniel McVeity Longman 
8 Yellow Zapper Jolly Green monster (The) Condon, B. Heinemann 

11 Silver* Supa 
Dazzlers 

Jumping Dogs and Jellyfish. Bernard, P. Longman 

6 blue Skinny Just Like Emily Odgers, S. / Millard, K. Angus and 
Robertson 

6+ Blue* Sparklers Kalo Li’s New Country Edwards, H. Blake 
10+ Silver* Zippers Katy Malone Tuer, J. Rigby Heinemann 

6 Blue Livewire 
Youth 
Fiction 

Keep it in the Family Howden, I. Holder & 
Stroughton 

9 Red Poplar 
Primary 
Story Bk 

Kelly and the Cime Club French, V. Hidder Children’s  
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5 Purple City Kids Kids at Our School Wilson, L. Nelson 
10 Red* Supa 

Doopers 
King Arthur and the Square 
Table 

Condon, B. Longman 

8+ Yellow* Supa 
Doopers 

King Who Gobbled His 
Dinner (The) 

Dagan, M. Longman 

8 Yellow Sunshine King’s Treasure (The) Ciantar, G. Rigby Heinemann 
6+ Blue* Sprint Kitchen Caper Seiger, B. Scholastic 
10 Red Supa 

Doopers 
Knit – Wit, Fraser, J Longman 

10 Red* Supa 
Dazzlers 

Knock it off!. Clark, S. Longman 

8+ Yellow* Supa 
Doopers 

Knockout (The) Collins, P. Longman 

8 Yellow Supa 
Doopers 

Last Chance Hut Metzenthen, D. Longman 

8 Yellow Supa 
Doopers 

Last Chance Hut. Metzenthen, D. Longman 

7 Green Spinouts Last Gasps Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

8+ Yellow* Trend 
Fiction 

Last Minute Hill, D. Longman  

6 Blue New Trend 
Fiction 

Last Train Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

7 Green Good Sports Let Toby Lane Play Goalie Weeks, J. Blake 
8+ Yellow* Sprint Lilly the Loveable Lion Borisoff, N. Scholastic 
7 Green Sparklers Living Aunt Lizzie Best, E. Blake 

8+ Yellow* Trend 
Fiction 

Long Weekend at Snow 
Bunny Farm 

Schembri, J. Longman  

6 Blue Sparklers Look Out! Look Out!  
Tractor About! 

Dalgleish, J. Blake 

6 Blue Sparklers Look Out! Look Out! Tractor 
About! 

Dalgleish, S. Blake 

10+ Silver* Supa 
Doopers 

Looking for Dad Frances, E. Longman 

6+ Blue* Livewire 
Youth 
Fiction 

Lucky in Love Howden, I. Holder & 
Stroughton 

10 Red Supa 
Doopers 

Lucky Last Luke Clark, M. Longman 

8 Yellow Sparklers Lucy Light Finger Morgan, D. Blake 
6+ Blue* Sprint Mad Doctor Stine, M. & H. Scholastic 
7 Green The Cul-De-

Sac Kids 
Mailbox Mania Lewis, B Bethany House 

7 Green Sparklers Making Friends with Samson Peters, A. Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers Mandy made Me Do It Weeks, J. Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers Mandy Made Me Do It Weeks, J. Blake 
8 Yellow Trend 

Fiction 
Master of Disaster. Condon, B. Longman Cheshire 

10 Red* Graffix Matthew’s Goals Hardcastle, M. A & C Black 
5 Purple City Kids Meat Pie Wilson, L. Nelson 
7 Green Supa 

Doopers 
Mine (The) Roberts, M. Longman 

7 Green Supa 
Doopers 

Mouse Crisis Mitchell, J.  Longman 

 Red Zapper Mouse House Loan Crabb, C. Heinemann 
7 Green Sparklers Mug Shots Dineen, A. Blake 
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8 Yellow Livewire 
Chillers 

Murder in Mind Read, R. Holder & 
Stroughton 

8+ Red Zippers Musician to the Stars Baily, K. Rigby Heineman 
8+ Red Zippers Musician to the Story McAlister, M. Rigby Heinemann 
8 Yellow Supa 

Doopers 
My Brother the Spy Costain, M. Longman 

7 Green Supa 
Doopers 

My Dog FIDO Cason, S. Longman 

10 Red*  My Family Tree Lefroy, M., Baldassi, D. Era Publications 
10 Red* The 

Incredible 
Worlds of 
Wally 
McDoogle 

My Life as a Dinosaur 
Dental Floss 

Myers, B. Word  

8+ Green* The 
Incredible 
Worlds of 
Wally 
McDoogle 

My Life as a Mixed-up 
Millenium Bug 

Myers, B. Word  

8+ Yellow* The 
Incredible 
Worlds of 
Wally 
McDoogle 

My Life as a Smashed 
Burrito 

Myers, B. Word  

10 Red* The 
Incredible 
Worlds of 
Wally 
McDoogle 

My Life as aHuman Hairball Myers, B. Word  

9 Red The 
Incredible 
Worlds of 
Wally 
McDoogle 

My Life as Crocodile Junk 
Food 

Myers, B. Word  

9 Red Zippers My Other Mother Barter, D Rigby Heinemann 
6 Purple* City Kids My Teacher’s Leaving Wilson, L. Nelson 
8 Yellow Supa 

Doopers 
My Weird Mother Graham, Wendy Longman 

7+ Green* The Cul-De-
Sac Kids 

Mystery of Case D. Luc 
(The) 

Lewis, B Bethany House 

8+ Yellow* Zippers Mystery of the Missing 
Money  (The) 

Chapman, H. Rigby Heinemann 

9 Red Supa 
Doopers 

Never a Kind Word Casn, S. Longman 

7 Green New Trend 
Fiction 

Night Cats Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

6 Blue Sparklers No More Worries Best, E. Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers No more Worries Best, E. Blake 

6+ Blue City Kids No Room in Your Locker Wilson, L. Nelson 
9 Red Spinouts Noises in the Dark ( One 

Night) 
Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Collins, P.) 

Longman 

7+ Green* Spinouts On the Edge (Nigel) Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Collins, P.) 

Longman 

7+ Green* Supa On the Trail  Wheatley, A. Longman 
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Doopers 
7 Green* Zapper Op-Shop Edwards, J. Rigby Heinemann 

8+ Yellow* Phenomena Orbit Wilkinson, C. Horwitz Martin 
10 Red* Spinouts Other Times (Rostgoblin 

Road) 
Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Chapman, A.) 

Longman 

7 Green Zapper Outer Space Spy  (The) Bernard, P. Heinemann 
9 Red  Owl and the Pussycats Picnic   
7 Green Supa 

Doopers 
Party for Five Costain, m.  Longman 

8 Yellow Trend 
Fiction 

Pests. Hood, R. Longman Cheshire 

7 green Young 
Puffin 

Philibert and Other Stories King-Smith, D. Puffin 

6 Blue New Trend 
Fiction 

Pigs and Things Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

6+ Blue* Sprint Pirate Kite Cruz Martel Scholastic 
10+ Silver* Supa 

Dazzlers 
Pizza Caper. (The) Bernard, P. Longman 

5 Purple City Kids Play Lunch Wilson, L. Nelson 
7 Green* Zapper Please Call Me Bob Munro, P. Rigby Heinemann 
7 Green* Sprinters Polecat Cafe (The) Llewellyn, S. Walker 

10+ Silver Hodder Story 
Book 

Poplar Primary French, V. Hodder 

8 Yellow Literacy 
Links 

Present From Aunt Skidoo 
(The) 

Elliott, J. Rigby Heinemann 

7 Green Zippers Princess and the Martians 
(The) 

Condon, B. Rigby Heinemann 

10 Red* Supa Dupers Princess Eurhorbia Farrer, V. Longman 
7 Green Solo Queen of the Universe Gleeson, L. Omnibus books 

8+ Yellow* Supa 
Doopers 

Rachel to the Rescue  Frances, E. Longman 

10 Red* Supa 
Doopers 

Raechel Wrecks a Wedding  Longman 

10 Red* Supa 
Doopers 

Rainbow Toes Marwood, L. Longman 

9+ Red First Young 
Puffin 

Raj in Charge Davies, A. & D. Puffin 

8 Yellow Ausie Bites Rattler’s Place Wrightson, P. Puffin 
6 Blue Livewire 

Youth 
Fiction 

Real Thing (The) Howden, I. Holder & 
Stroughton 

9 Red Supa 
Doopers 

Red Holly and Mac Condon, B. Longman 

6 Blue New Trend 
Fiction 

Red Hot Mountain Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

6+ Blue* Approach 
Trend 

Red Surf Reece, R. Longman Cheshire 

8 Yellow Supa 
Doopers 

Rodney the Surfing Duck Metzenthen, D. Longman 

8+ Yellow* Supa 
Doopers 

Rodney the Surfing Duck Metzenthan, D. Longman 

10 Red* Supa 
Doopers 

Rollerama Hinchliffe, J. Longman 

7 Green* Sprint Sam Where Are You? Perry, K. Scholastic 
11 Silver* Skinny Santa Claws Small, M., Kitanov, V. Angus and Roberts 
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8+ Yellow* Collins Red 
Storybook 

Sasha and the Wolfcub Jungman, A. Collins 

6+ Blue* Sprint Save the Geese Bauer Stamper, J.  Scholastic 
7+ Green* Spinouts School Daze (Stop the 

Clock) 
Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Rogers, C.) 

Longman 

10+ Silver* Supa 
Doopers 

Scritch Scratch Caraher, M. Longman 

6 Blue Solo Sea Dog  (The) Matthews, P. Scholastic 
7 Green* Sprint Sealab 2020 Dixon, P. Scholastic 
9 Red Supa 

Doopers 
Second Story Sally Caraher, M. Longman 

6+ Blue* Sprint Secret of the Old Windmill Maynard, P. Scholastic 
8+ Yellow* Sprint Secret Radio messages Claro, J. Scholastic 
7+ Green* Supa 

Dazzlers 
Shaddows in the Garden. Rusby, P. Longman 

7 Green Supa 
Doopers 

Shoot Roberts, M. Longman 

8+ Yellow* Trend 
Fiction 

Shooting Through Clark, S. Longman  

5 Purple City Kids Show and Tell Wilson, L. Nelson 
7 Green* Zapper Sinking Sounds Masters, A. Rigby Heinemann 

6+ Blue* Sprinters Sky Wathing Sheldon, D. Walker 
9 Red Supa 

Doopers 
Slim Jim Clayton, S. Longman 

8 Yellow Trend 
Fiction 

Snake Island McQueen, J. Longman Cheshire 

10+ Silver* Supa 
Doopers 

Snow Bright and the Seven 
Sumos 

Condon, B. Longman 

7+ Green* Supa 
Doopers 

Snow bright and the Tooth 
Magician 

Condon, B.  Longman 

10+ Red* Supa 
Doopers 

Snozza Bell, C. Longman 

9+ Red  Some Kind of Horse Hero Dean, B. Longman 
7+ Green* Spinouts Space Mates (Sticks & 

Stones) 
Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Jacoby, K.) 

Longman 

9 Red Spinouts Spacebound (Miranda) Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Dedman, S.) 

Longman 

7+ Green* Sparklers Spaced Out Thompson, L. Blake 
9+ Red Spinouts Spooky Tales Collins, P. & Costain 

(eds.) 
Longman 

7 Green Sparklers Sticky Fingers Costain, M. Blake 
7 Green The Cul-De-

Sac Kids 
Stinky Sneakers Mystery 
(The) 

Lewis, B Bethany House 

6+ Blue* Sparklers Stop Taking My Things Weeks, J. Blake 
8 Yellow Trend 

Fiction 
Stranger McQueen, L. Longman  

6 Blue New Trend 
Fiction 

Sudden Death Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

8+ Yellow* Zapper Super Mouth Bates, D. Heinemann 
6+ Blue* Young 

Puffin 
Tail of Peter Rabit  (The) Potter, B. Puffin 

8+ Yellow* Supa 
Dazzlers 

Take a Hike!. Clark, S. Longman 
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9+ Red Spinouts Tales from Beyond Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

8 Green Spinouts Tales from the Deep Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

10+ Red* Supa 
Doopers 

Tasha and Freddo Howes, J. Longman 

10 Red* Supa 
Doopers 

Tasha and Fredo Howes, J. Longman 

8 Yellow Spinouts Techno Terror Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

7 Green* Zippers Tell Us Another One Mitchell, J. Rigby Heinemann 
7 Green Good Sports Tennis Balls and Rotten 

Prawns 
Power, T. Blake 

6 Blue New Trend 
Fiction 

That Old Tin Can Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

6+ Blue* Sparklers The Fine Line Lindquist, R. C. Blake 
9 Red Sparklers The Great Race McEvoy, P. Blake 
7 Green Sparklers The Jelly Rocker Beaumont, E. Blake 

7+ Green* Sparklers The Jelly Rocker Beaumont, E. Blake 
7 Green Good Sports The Marathon Runner Weeks, J. Blake 

7+ Green Supa 
Dazzlers 

The Midnight Children. Rusby, P. Longman 

8 Yellow Good Sports The Super Electrics Hallem, J & J Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers The Zipper Dickson, D. Blake 
5 Purple City Kids There’s a Dog in the Yard Wilson, L. Nelson 
7 Green* Zippers Thingummies Mitchell, J. Rigby Heinemann 
7 Green* Sprint Thirteenth Floor (The) Juhran, R. Scholastic 

8+ Yellow* Spinouts Time Zones Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 

Longman 

9 Red Good Sports Tomorrows Olympian Peters, A Blake 
10 Red* Aussie Bites Too Much to Ask For Pershall, K. & M. Puffin 
8 Yellow Sprint Trail Blazers (The) Spiegel, M. Scholastic 

8+ Yellow* Supa 
Doopers 

Trapped  Small, M. Longman 

8+ Yellow* Zapper Trapped Usher, F. Heinemann 
7 Green Trend 

Fiction  
Tripple Dog Dare Yellow* Trend Fiction  Schembri, J. Longman  

7 Green Sparklers Trouble For Tom Weeks, J. Blake 
8+ Yellow* Supa 

Doopers 
Trouble Maker Bates, D. Longman 

8 Yellow  Tunnel and Other Stories 
(The) 

Krok, L., Wignell, E., 
Fairbairn, J. 

Jacaranda 

7+ Green* Supa 
Doopers 

Undercover  Frances, E. Longman 

7 Green Zippers Unmasking the Monster Mitchell Rigby Heinemann 
7 Green Zippers Unmasking the Mother Mitchell, J. Rigby Heinemann 

10 Red* Supa 
Doopers 

Up a Gum Tree Caraher, K. Longman 

6 Blue New Trend 
Fiction 

Vroom Varoom Falk, I. / Bird, B. Longman Cheshire 

6+ Blue* Sprint Wall (The) Stine, H. & M. Scholastic 
9 Red Sparklers Wally and the Water Dragon Pulman, F. Blake 

8+ Yellow* Spinouts Warps and Wormholes 
(Spaced Out) 

Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(Jansen, J.) 

Longman 

10 Red* Solo Watch Out, William Hilton, N. Omnibus books 
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6 Blue Trend Book Watcher on the Warf Nash, T. Longman Cheshire 
11+ Silver** Phenomena Watery Graves Wilkinson, C. Horwitz Martin 

8 Yellow Supa 
Doopers 

Wedding Day Disaster Inserra, R. Longman 

5 Purple City Kids When Tony got Lost at the 
Zoo 

Wilson, L. Nelson 

7 Green*  Windmill (The) Crew, G. Era 
9 Red Spinouts Winners and Grinners (Ice 

Age 2013) 
Collins, P. & Costain 
(eds.) 
(D’Ath, J.) 

Longman 

10+ Silver Zippers Wish Flower  (The) McVeity, J. Rigby Heinemann 
7+ Green* Phenomena Wolf Cry Wilkinson, C. Horwitz Martin 
6 Blue Sparklers Worm Surfing Dunstan, M. Blake 
7 Green Supa 

Doopers 
Wreckers (The) Roberts, M. Longman 

6 Blue Sparklers You can’t Catch Me! Turner, B. Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers Zac’s Story Weeks, J. Blake 
6 Blue Sparklers Zac’s Story Weeks, J. Blake 
7 
 

Green Supa 
Doopers 

Zelda the Queen of Bad 
Habbits 

Schembri, J. Longman 

7 Green* Zapper Zenn Weeks, J. Rigby Heinemann 
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School of Cognition Language and 
Special Education 
Nathan, Queensland, 4111 

         
Date:  22nd February 2000 

Dear Parent/Caregiver, 
 
           
I am a Doctor of Philosophy student at Griffith University conducting research on how 
primary school children develop their reading and comprehension of read stories, under 
the supervision of Dr Ian Hay. This investigation is called the development and 
evaluation of a strategy-training program for middle school students with reading 
comprehension difficulties.  
   
It is hoped that the information gained from this study will help inform teachers on the 
most effective ways to teach reading to a range of children in the middle years of primary 
school. The principal of the school has approved that this study can be conducted at your 
child’s school. 
 
Based on classroom reading test results the school has identified that your child in Year 
5, 6, or 7 may benefit from additional support and tuition in reading.  We are seeking 
your permission to have your child participate in this research program on children’s 
reading.  
 
The program will occur in a small group setting with approximately 4 other Year 5, 6, or 
7 children who have a similar profile on tests of reading.  The program will be run by 
trained reading tutors under the direction of Mr Gary Woolley, a registered teacher in 
Queensland with additional professional qualifications in teaching children reading.  
 
Initially, the program will run for about 30 minutes, once a week for 20 weeks, in school 
time and at the school.  The place and time will be determined with your child’s regular 
teacher.  You will have an opportunity to meet and talk with Mr Gary Woolley about 
your child’s reading and the program as well as observe the tutors working with the 
children.   
 
The information gained from the program will be treated in the strictest of confidence, 
apart from discussions with your child’s classroom teacher, with no names of children or 
schools used in any future publications or presentations.   
 
All records will be stored in a secure location.  Further, should you volunteer for your 
child to participate in a program but then wish to withdraw, you may do so at any time 
without prejudice.   
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At the end of the 20 weeks Mr Gary Woolley, who is conducting the program, will give 
you and your child’s teacher feedback as to your child’s progress.  It could be that for 
some children one option is they may be offered more time with the program or another 
program designed to enhance children’s reading development.  
 
This study has been cleared by the human ethics committees of Griffith University in 
accordance with the National Health and Medical Research Council's guidelines. You are 
of course, free to discuss your participation in this study with project staff listed below. If 
you would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in the study, you may 
contact the Ethics Policy Officer on 37357931. 
 
If you are agreeable to participating please complete the consent form attached and return 
it to your school. 
 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr Gary Woolley 
Doctor of Philosophy Student  
School of Cognition, Language & Special 
Education,  
Griffith University, Nathan Qld, 
Phone 5593 46 00 

Dr Ian Hay 
School of Cognition, Language & 
Special Education,  
Griffith University, Nathan Qld, 
4111, phone 07 38755645 
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School of Cognition Language and 
Special Education 
Nathan, Queensland, 4111 

 
Parent/caregiver’s permission form  

 
Please fill in this form and return it to the school if you wish your child to participate.  If 
no form is returned we will assume that you do not wish your child to be involved. We 
also suggest that you keep the letter for your own information.   
 
Thanking you for your co-operation  
 
 
 
Gary Woolley 
 
Parent /caregiver consent 
 
I have read the letter explaining the purpose of the project and I understand that my child 
will be involved in a reading enhancement program which will run for about 30 minutes, 
once a week for 20 weeks, in school time and at the school and conducted by Mr Gary 
Woolley, a registered teacher. 
 
I understand that: 
 

1. My participation is voluntary and that I can withdraw my child from the study at 
any time without prejudice. 

 
2. My child’s performance on the program will be treated as confidential apart from 

providing information to the my child’s teacher and myself. 
 

3. No names will be used in any publications or presentations arising from the study, 
and that all information collected will be stored in a secure location. 

 
4. I can call the people conducting the study if I have any concerns or questions. 

 
5. If I wish to speak to an officer of Griffith University not involved in the study, I 

may contact the Ethics Policy Officer on 37357931. 
 
I agree for my child ……………………………………………………………….. 
to participate in the research project outlined above and being conducted by Mr 
Gary Woolley.  
 
 
Signature: …………………………………………..Date…………………….  
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        27th January, 2000.  
     
To whom it may concern, 
           
I hereby give permission for Gary Woolley to conduct research related to his Doctor of 
Philosophy thesis at Griffith University on how primary school children read and 
comprehend read stories.  
   
It is understood that the investigation, called the development and evaluation of a strategy 
training program for middle school students with reading comprehension difficulties, will 
run for 30 minutes, each week for 20 weeks, at the school and in school time. The 
program will occur in a small group setting with groups of approximately four children 
from Year 5, 6, & 7 who have been identified as under-achieving in reading. It is 
expected that the program will be conducted over a three-year period beginning in March, 
2000. The program will be conducted by trained reading tutors in a one-to-one situation 
under the direction of Mr Gary Woolley.  
 
It is acknowledged that the information gained from the program will be treated in the 
strictest of confidence, with no names of children or schools used in any future 
publications or presentations.  All records are to be stored in a secure location. 
 
 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
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 APPENDIX D 
 
Tests of Reading Comprehension TORCH (Mossenson, Hill, & Masters, 1978) 
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APPENDIX E 
 

Neale Analysis of Reading Ability - Revised (Neale, 1989) 

Individual Record 
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APPENDIX F 
 

Tutor questionnaire 
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TUTOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please circle only one correct answer in all of the twenty questions. 

1) While assisting a student during reading if the student comes to a word and 

cannot continue would you: 

(a) tell the student the word; 

(b) ask the student to sound out the word; 

(c) tell the student to ignore the word; or 

(d) ask the student to read on and guess the word. 

2) While assisting a student during reading if the student says the wrong word and 

the meaning is changed would you: 

(a) tell the student the word; 

(b) ask the student to sound out the word; 

(c) tell the student to ignore the word; or 

(d) ask the student to read on or reread the sentence. 

3) While assisting a student during reading if the student says the wrong word and 

the meaning is not changed you should: 

(a) not respond; 

(b) ask the student to sound out the word; 

(c) tell the student to ignore the word: or 

(d) tell the student the word. 
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4) While assisting a student during reading if the student is unsure of the meaning: 

(a) do not respond; 

(b) tell the student the meaning of the word; 

(c) give a hint; or 

(d) give the student another word that means the same. 

5) While assisting a student with reading it is important to: 

(a) respond as little as possible; 

(b) make sure that the decoding is correct; 

(c) give a hint (e.g. sounds like …) rather than correct the decoding; or 

(d) remind the child to look at the word. 

6) Before reading it is important to: 

(a) talk about the title of the book; 

(b) predict what will happen; 

(c) talk about similar books or experiences; or 

(d) all of the above. 

7) Before reading it is important to: 

(a) tell the child to look carefully at each word; 

(b) tell the child to use his/her finger to point to the words; 

(c) all of the above; or 

(d) none of the above. 
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8) While assisting a student with reading it is important to: 

(a) pause briefly before giving assistance; 

(b) give assistance without pausing; 

(c) point to the word; or 

(d) tell the child to work it out carefully. 

9) The tutor should give feedback by: 

(a) praising when child gets every word correct; 

(b) praising effort whether or not the word is correct; 

(c) telling the child the word when it is incorrect;  

(d) saying good boy/girl periodically during the reading; or 

(e) all of the above. 

10) The tutor should support the reader by: 

(a) always telling the child when to use a particular strategy; 

(b) giving less help as the program progresses; 

(c) helping the child sound out words; or 

(d) none of the above. 

11) The tutor should support the reader’s comprehension by: 

(a) predicting story content; 

(b) making a mental image of story events; 

(c) asking specific questions;  

(d) all of the above; or 

(e) none of the above. 
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12) In developing comprehension it is better not to: 

(a) model questions; 

(b) have the child ask for help whenever there is a problem; 

(c) ask specific questions; or 

(d) have the child self-question. 

13) The tutor should support the reader’s comprehension by having the child: 

(a) predict story content; 

(b) make a mental image of story events; 

(c) ask specific questions about the story;  

(d) all of the above; or 

(e) both (a) and (b) only 

14) The tutor should support the reader’s comprehension by: 

(a) making sure that the reading is word accurate; 

(b) not discussing story events; 

(c) discussing similar life experiences; or 

(d) none of the above. 

15) The tutor should avoid: 

(a) stopping the reading to correct mistakes; 

(b) talking about the pictures before the reading; 

(c) asking lots of questions until the reading is finished;  

(d) all of the above, or 

(e) answers (b) and (c). 
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16) The reader should: 

(a) avoid imaging using past experiences; 

(b) avoid making judgments about the main characters; 

(c) elaborate on story events using his/her own past experiences; or 

(d) ‘read into the story’ only what the author exactly intended. 

17) The tutor should support the reader’s retelling of the story by encouraging: 

(a) the child to include all the detail; 

(b) the child to avoid using his/her own imaginations; 

(c) the child to use his/her own imaginations; or 

(d) answers (a) and (c). 

18) The tutor can encourage independent reading by making sure: 

(a) the child can read every word on the page; 

(b) allowing the child to choose what reading stategies to use; 

(c) making sure that the child does not have to read any words that are too difficult; or 

(d) none of the above. 

19) The tutor can promote reader motivation by: 

(a) allowing the child to choose what he/she reads; 

(b) encouraging the child to reflect upon story ideas; 

(c) relating success or failure to reading effort;  

(d) doing all of the above; or 

(e) none of the above. 
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20) The tutor should avoid asking the child to: 

(a) set his/her own reading goals; 

(b) read books that have less than 95% of the child known vocabulary; 

(c) asking questions before the reading; or 

(d) read books with too many pictures. 

Thank you for kindly taking part in the reading survey. 



 249 

APPENDIX G 
 

Class teacher survey
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Class Teacher Survey (part 1) 

 
       Teacher………………………. 
 
       Student………………………. 
 
       Date…………………………. 
 
 
Thank you for volunteering to participate in the reading survey.  
 
The confidential survey will be conducted for both the control and intervention students 
in three stages: (a) beginning of the intervention program, (b) end of the intervention 
program, and (c) 6 months after the completion of the program.  
 
Instructions: 
The numbers 1-5 indicate the level of achievement from poor to very good. Please circle 
the appropriate box to indicate the level at which the child is functioning in the 
classroom.  
 
Beginning of the intervention 
Student’s attitude to reading 1 2 3 4 5 
Is the student a good reader? 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Comments:…………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Class Teacher Survey (part 2) 

 
 
       Teacher………………………. 
 
       Student………………………. 
 
       Date…………………………. 
 
 
Thank you for volunteering to participate in the reading survey.  
 
The confidential survey will be conducted for both the control and intervention students 
in three stages: (a) beginning of the intervention program, (b) end of the intervention 
program, and (c) 6 months after the completion of the program. 
 
Instructions: 
The numbers 1-5 indicate the level of achievement from poor to very good. Please circle 
the appropriate box to indicate the level at which the child is functioning in the 
classroom.  
 
End of the intervention 
Student’s attitude to reading 1 2 3 4 5 
Is the student a good reader? 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Comments:…………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Class Teacher Survey (part 3) 

 
 
       Teacher………………………. 
 
       Student………………………. 
 
       Date………………………….. 
 
 
Thank you for volunteering to participate in the reading survey.  
 
The confidential survey will be conducted for both the control and intervention students 
in three stages: (a) beginning of the intervention program, (b) end of the intervention 
program, and (c) 6 months after the completion of the program. 
 
Instructions: 
The numbers 1-5 indicate the level of achievement from poor to very good. Please circle 
the appropriate box to indicate the level at which the child is functioning in the 
classroom.  
 
6 months after of the intervention 
 
Student’s attitude to reading 1 2 3 4 5 
Is the student a good reader? 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Comments:…………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Student reading survey 
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Student Reading Survey 
 

Beginning (first survey) 
   Name………………………………. Class…………….. Date……………. 
 
Circle the number that best fits you for each of the following.  
 
 Not much    Very much  
I enjoy reading 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not very good    Very good  
I am a good reader 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not very much    Very much  
I like reading 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not often    Very often  
I solve difficulties when 
I read 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not very often    Very often  
I persist with reading 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not often    Very often  
I am willing to read non-
fiction 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not often    Very often 
I am willing to read 
fiction 1 2 3 4 5 
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Student Reading Survey 
 

End (second survey) 
   Name………………………………. Class…………….. Date……………. 
 
Circle the number that best fits you for each of the following.  
 
 Not much    Very much  
I enjoy reading 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not very good    Very good  
I am a good reader 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not very much    Very much  
I like reading 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not often    Very often  
I solve difficulties when 
I read 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not very often    Very often  
I persist with reading 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not often    Very often  
I am willing to read non-
fiction 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not often    Very often 
I am willing to read 
fiction 1 2 3 4 5 
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Student Reading Survey 

 
6 months after (third survey) 
   Name………………………………. Class…………….. Date……………. 
 
Circle the number that best fits you for each of the following.  
 
 Not much    Very much  
I enjoy reading 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not very good    Very good  
I am a good reader 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not very much    Very much  
I like reading 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not often    Very often  
I solve difficulties when 
I read 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not very often    Very often  
I persist with reading 1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not often    Very often  
I am willing to read non-
fiction 

1 2 3 4 5 

 
 
 Not often    Very often 
I am willing to read 
fiction 1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX I 
 

Diary sheet 
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APPENDIX J 
 

Tutor (D) and tutee (B) dialogue for video stimulated recall 
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Tutor generated concept map (from discussion with tutors after viewing video stimulated 

recall) 

No time
pressure

Different to the
classroom

Choice related to
books

Talk to the student

Interests

Background 
knowledge

Filling in
the gaps

Concerns

How they look/
perform

Personal

Feelings Sometimes
preoccupied
with problems

About coming to L.A.

What am I coming for
and how long will it last?

What are they missing?

Down to their level

Personality

Relational
adjustments

Empathy

Seeing it
in his
face

Love 
languages

Predicting
difficulties

Knowing how
to prompt

Intuitive

Relationship 
building

Eye contact

Attention

Reassurance/
approval

When reading
no eye contact

Praise/
or sound

Have a 
laugh

Joke

Knowing what
they will
laugh at

When it
is due

They earn it

When it is 
due

They earn it

They want to
please you

Personal goal

Feedback

They wait for it
when they think
it’s due

Confidence

Self-motivation

Self-reliance

Does it 
sound
right

Always
succeed

Hinting Relates to 
the clue

Never say
you are wrong

Book selection Levels Confidence

Know what they
will like

 
 
 

 

Tutor (D) and tutee (B) dialogue for video stimulated recall 
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Dialogue from audio taped video stimulated recall (trainer (G) and tutee (D) watching a 

video of the reading session with a tutee) 
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